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JBSTRiCT 

This survey of online search service centers in 
Canada vas conducted to provide data on these centers aiid^ more 
specifically f on the characteristics of the hunan search 
intermediary t and to provide an accurate overall picture of online 
searching in Canada* The surve; questionnaires vere sailed tc 
jap.projti*jatel.y-^7^S"Canadia^n-cttsto»ers* 

vendors and yielded a response rate of 49*7 percent* Questions on the 
survey vere divided into two parts: data on the search service center 
itselff and data on search intermediaries* Findings vere analyzed for 
each gaesticn using frequency distribations^ and crosstabulations 
.iere performed on some groups of questions* The survey instruient and 
60 tal)les and figures vbich illustrate findings are included in the 
lepcrt* {SM) 
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A survey of on-line bibliogr^ihijc search servioe centers 
in Canada, funded by the Canada Institute for SClent±fic and Tach^ 
nical l^ifomatian {ClSn) , vas conducted in oonjuncticn with an 
cn-going experinental study entitled: *' Tbwards an optimal level * 
of particjliation of the haaan search intermediary in user^systeta 
interface of on-line bilAiographic* search servioes^ . 

seventeen hundred (1700) biluigual q,»sti<^ormaixes were 
mailed during a period ruming fron mid*March to the end of April 
1979 to all Canadian custaners of most conniercial cnr-line vendors: 
INFOHKBT (the Can^ien dgestft of SDC) , BftS, CAN/OELE, SYSIEHSV 
VSSXJDitE, NEW YORK 'SUMES, and IMEX3iHM(!QCH FRANCE QUEBBC* Cnly 
Lodceed refused to paxrticipate in the survey* 

The questionnaire was divided in two sectionst 1) data . 
on the search service center itself (questions 1 to 15) and 2) data 
on search intennediaries (questions 16 to 25) * 

Ohree hundred and ei^ty (3B0) questionnaires were return 
ned and analysed using the ocnputer |»X}gram SPSS ( Statistical 
Pactoage for the Social Sciences ) - Ohis reiacesents a response rate 
of about 49-7% since most r^pondents received more than otie ques- 
tionnaire (Canadian search servioe centers use an average of 3*1 
system) . 



Ihis paper presents the results of the sxirvey, and 
antetprets same of its majco: finaiiigs: 

- MDSt online Canadian search service oenbers are 
looated in gGR/^mmental (26*4%) ana anatimin (24,5%) 
organizations* 

- To a very large e>ctent (79*5%) , anline search ser- 
vioe centers axe jnore specifically located in libra- 
ries or information centers. 

- Canadian online search service centers have an atve* 
rage experience record of 2.5 years. 

- Each Canadian online search service center conducts 
an average 430 online searches per year, 

- ORBIT (24.5%), CaN/OtE (17*7%), DT^IDG (17r4%) and 
QL SSSnsus (14*0%) occupy most of the Canadian online 
search service marJoet. 

^ The 5 most frequently used data bases in Canada are, 
by decreasing order of ijf(70rtanoe: COtseasiDEX., CHQCCN 
(and backfiles) , I«YCHOtDGiaVL ABS^^ MECUNE 
(and backfiles) (eK-*aeguo), XNSPBC anl HANMGEHEIIF, 

- M^st Canadian online search service centers (45*5%) 
operate on a free basis for their custxners. 

- nhe most popular mode for preparing online searches 
is the coittoined mode (the end-user and the search 
intermediary prepare the seaaccti together) vhile the 
most popular mode for conducting online searches is 
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- thd dfelega ted ioode (the aeaxcii ixtteanediapcy ocnSucts 

the search aloone on behalf of the end-iiser) . • 

Canadian onlijie search service centers ham an 
avexBge 2,4 search iiibermsdiaries available; the 
minber of search intennediaries prcvi(3ed for on-line 
searching iranges fron 0 in 39 organizations to a 
maxinm 20 in 1 organizaticn. 

- 60.3% of search infaenpediaries are search qpecialists ^ 
i.e. people «to devote most of their tiroe to r^eren^ 
oe of infamation activities, imliding chliiie 
searching. 

* Areas of pai^d^dpation of search inteimediaries are, 
by decreasing order of involvahent and autoncny: 

1^ search activities: 84*2% 

2^ pce-search activities: 68*0% 

3^ post-search activities: 45*6% 

- Cnly about 55*4% of search intennedlaries are involved 
in search-related tutorial activities. 
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Hie cbjectives of this survey of on^lijie search service 
centers in Canada were twofold: first, to provide data, until now 
ncm existing or at least mt readily available, on on-line searoh 
service centers in Canada, and more specdfically, en the identity, 
bad^round, activities and various degrees of involveraent of the 
human search intecmediary in the user^systesn interface; and second, 
to provide an accurate, reliable overall picture of online s^rching 
in Canada, so as to serve as a proper baclcyround for my caigoing 
doctoral researoh vhich is: an experiment to devise an optiinal 
level of participation by the human search intermediary in the usear ^ 
system interface. of bil^o g ^^iSc'aa-line systents ^ 

a!he survey, vhioh consisted essentially in a mail ques- 
tionnaire, can be roughly divided in two parts: questions 1 to 15 
relate to the search service center characteristics and questions 
16 to 25 tackle some of the search intermediary s' characteristics, 

Hhis survey is much less ambitious than the survey Vfenger 
oond\Krt:ed, back in 1974-75 on the ijt?>act of on-line retriefval 
services^^' ^ 

However it applies exclusively to the Canadian scene, 
vjhich was oily marginally covered in W&nger's survey (24 Canadian 
respondents cn a total of 1273) , 
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Before getting into the actual results of the survey, 
three oono^its have to be properly defined: aT search service 
center, a seardh intermediary and the useD-systefa interfaoe. 

A search service oenter is any organization or autono- 
mous unit within an organization providing bibliograftoic onrline 
search services; operationally, for the purpose of the present 
survey, it %4as defined as any custcmer of ocntiercial online vendors 
having a distinct passwocd and collecting its own search statistics. 
For instance, if a University Library having a oontract with one 
or moore onLLne vendors, had three different passwords or subaccounts 
in three different units, say def^artnental libraries ^ each of which 
ooUeoting its own search statistics, th^ it would be considered 
as thr^ , different search service centers, if, on the other hand, 
these three units had a uniijue overall policy and if search statis-* 
tics were conpiled by the Library as a ^le, then we would only 
have S3S& search servioe oenter in that organization. 

A search intermediary is defined as any person * libraridn^ 
staff, Gperator, technician or specialist - \4hose job ccnsists, 
regularly or oocasicnally, in conducting on-line searches for or 
with end*uders. 
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Finally, the ufifec^sysfcat ittbetface is defined as the 
physical, intellectual and behavioral context of an onrline search 
including all pre-search, search and post^searth activities* 

Sevi^teen hundred (1700) mail questionnaires ware 
sent, in March and April of 1979, to most online search service 
centers in Canada* The first pcoblem encountered was precisely 
the identification of these search service centers* Because no 
exhaustive list or record of Canadian onUne search service centers 
was available, cocperaticn frcm online venders was essential* HDSt 
major online vendcars providing search services in cr to Canada 
were contacted and ware asked either to provide a list of their 
custoners or to send a copy of the questionnaire thanselves* 

Altogether, 6 vendors were approached: tiie Canada 
Institute for Scientific and ^technical Information (CISTI) , for its 
CAN/Oi[£ and MEDLINE customers, QL SYSTEMS UMITED, IMFOM^PT, SOC*s 
agent in Canada , DlfllOG, Bibliographic Retrieval Service Inc* 
(BBS) , and VHSFC^MkWCa FSPmCE-QJEBEC, in Montreal, for users of 
its SU3INE systan* All but Xockheed accepted. to paxrticipate in 
the surv^* And all but one diose to send the questionnaire them- 
selves* 



HESPCWSE RBUE 

Altogether, 380 ocnfdetad questionnaires were returned* 

Itost of these respordaits can be ocnfared to Wanger's 
managers, that is, indiviSuaJ^, in the ctrganizaticn, viho can 
xesgoDd to gcn^tions oonoeming adninistraticn and Tnainaganent of 
its online search eervioe*^ 

Calculating the response rate \«as a little trid^* 
Obviously, there is a certain janount of duqplicatiofi since search 
service centers surveyed could be using any or all of the £ifore- 
menticned systaiw* FUrthenooere, explicit mention was made, in the 
cover letter included with each questionnaire (see A£f>endix 1) to 
return only QQg, cotrplebed questicmaire iff search service center* 

One way c£ assessing this duplication was by analyzing 
the results of question 8 (see table 1) \*iich*read: To \jhich of 
the following online seardi aystgns are you linked? and vhich 
gave respondents the possibility o£ cheddng any or all of the 
foUohdng systans: CAN/QI£, QL SXSSEUB, QRHTF, 0IAIO6, MEDUNE^ 
CANSIM, SABINE, mi YORK TJmS, BBS and QOHER. 

Taking into account that no questionnaire was sent to 
DIAEOG nor to CAtlSIH custcmers as such (minus 206 and minus 48 
re^)ectively) , nor to custaners of an/ of the systems included 
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in the "other" category (jninus 78) , ve are left with a sm total 
of 845 ^ch is the estimated dugplication figure* lliese 845 
subecriptions corxespand to 380 seaoxh service centers* Thus 
thme are 380/845 » *45 centers/subscriptions* Heawe 1700 
subscriptions (the msidser of quest ixamaires mailed) oorrespond 
to *45 (1700) - 765 u5ers* So the response rate is 380/765 r 
.49*7%, 

ISEMfCH- SERVICE CBniER CBftRaCTERIgnCS | 

First f^^teen (15) questions addressed search service 
centers and vere aiming to outline some of their ^socio-geo* 
demographic" characteristics and their operations* 

Because of lingfuistic characteristics specific to Canada, 
the <^estionnalre was bilingual (English^French) * A total 326 
or 85.8% of tl:^ respondents oonpleted the English version and 54 
or 14*2% filled the Erench version, \jhich is fairly representative 
(see table 2) of the actual linguistic distribution in C&nada, 
assuming most bilingual respotidents (Xitpleted the Qiglish v^simr 
although Ecench online centers may be'"^^ slightly undter^represOTted, 



CaEDGRREHIC DlSSRJBJUBXt (quastion 2) 

liable 3 ocnpares the geogr&gtdc distributioai of on-lii^e 
search seirvioe centers with the overall geographic distrilxition of 
the Canadian population* As we can see, except for a very snail 
unSerptroportiGn of aeardti service centers in Qiiebec and a tiiiy 
overproportion of search service centers in Ontario, the two dis* 
trihutions niatch almost perfectly, \4hich shows that, en the ^le 
and all other factors being equal, irost of the Canadian population 
have the same access facilities to online search service centers* 
Of course, other factcnrs never are really equal, and in order for ^ 
the stud/ to be oonplete, wa diould have also considered searchers* 
geographic distribution, pricing policies, user eligibility, and 
so on* Nevertheless, the **search service centers: total populft^ 
tion** ratio shows that, overall, the development of online search 
services in Canada, even thou^ not tailored after the geographic 
cal distribution of the population, seenns very harmonious and 
uniform* 

Table 4 shows the geographical distribution of search 
servioe centers by type of organization* As we can see, Oitario 
t^is majorities of centers for each type of organization, excqpt 
for centers in universities (where Quebec has a majority) and in 
educational institutions (where British-Ool\i*ia has a majority) * 
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K/mmfiL Kmxnan (qtiestion 6) 

Question 6 asked &x size estiiration of the potential 
end*user population of eadi search service center, that is, the 
niivber of internal users or users viio have the right to use its 
online service * As we can see in table 5 this total potential 
eni^user popula^ion is estimated at 1,4 million or about 6% of 
the total Canadian population* 

Dividing the total nunEber of c^line searches oonducted 
in 197&-79 (161,280) by this pobential end-user population 
(1,355,350) , we can also see that a loaxiimm of only 11«9% potential 
Canadian users actually used on-^line systems. In other vords, 
caily about *007 of the total Canadian population has, in 1978-79, 
made use of an online search servioe* Cnliiie searching thus renains^ 
if nDt a very elitic, at least a very specialized service* 

PARaro-OBSfitCTZmOMS {question 1) 

HtB first question described various t^pes of parent 
organization providing an on*line search service* Table 6 stows 
that 28*4% of all search servioe centers are found in governmental 
ca:9anizatici3:is and 24*5% in acadenvic institutions* Industrial and 
conmercial organizations account for 25*5%, ^Aiile public libraries 
renain rather Borginal as online service piroviders, with only 1*6%* 



Educational instltutixais ineliided elGnentary, seoondary and colle- 
9ial centers/ ^^ecialized teaching oaiters, aidnijiistrative educati* 
onal centers and library schools* Together, they house 6*8% of all 
on-line searth service centers* a!he ^^other" category inc3icated 
organizations such asi consulting fixxas, utility ocnpanies, hoe* 
pitals and research establi^Toents^ 

These figures are quite sijntiilar to those reporbed by 
n^nger with maybe sli^tly iDore govmioental ocganizatiGns in 
Canada and slightly itiore industrial/ocmDercial organizations in 
the United States, 

On the other hand, there is a significant difference 
s 16*7, significant at the 0*01 level) in the ^eguenqy 
distribution of parent-Kcganizatlons between Ttenii and Biglish centers 
as dioun ^ table 7, nore i^)8cifically for public libraries 
and acadendc, industrial and oonmercial sectors* 

niere, the ^other** category refiers to: consulting 
f inns (13) , utility ocnpanies (S) , hospitals (5) , research estar- 
blidments (8), paragcvemnental units (5), q)ecial libraries (4), 
legal offices (2) , infcooatiGn brokers (2) , a petroleua ccqpany, 
a national library, a publisher and an advertising agency* 
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SERWICE WTP (qoesticn 3) 

ttect qaesticn, (see table 8) unsurprisingly and in pecfect 
aoxerdaiKse with Vfeuiger's findings (79.8%) shsws that on-^line search 
services are still, to an ovearubeljiiing extent (79.5%) , being pro 
vided in lil3(raries and infannation oenters. All other^ types of 
servioe units thus renain rather marginal: cxoputor cent^ (3.9) t 
lafaoratocy (4.2), autonannous unit (4.5). The **other** category, 
here (7.6%)^ refers to units sucii as **engineering groups** (4) , 
**res6arch departments** (6) , **;c6acfaing units** (4) , **pU)lic servioes** 
(2) , **outside consultants** (2) , one **iniGx<]p(icooessar develcptient 
unltf*, one **cata]oguing department**, one **claiins department**, one 
**tedinical and scientific suppoort division** , one **einergency office**, 
and one **planmig department**. Five (5) parent-organizations 
report no special unit for their on-line searth service. 

EXgHSIBiCE lEVEL (question 4) 

Ifext tMO questions respectively tadkle the distributions 
of search service centers' sacperienoe le^^els and vplnne of searches 
conducted . Ihey sbw that Canadian search s^r^dce centers have an 
overall average 2*5 years earoerienc^, universities emerging as 
veterans with slightly ever 3 years and public libraries being the 
rookies with only 1.28 years. Ibem seems to be a significant 
di£fa:enoe (see table 9) with Manger's findings on es^ier:' .nee levels. 
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of course, Wanger*s survey vas oonducted almost 5 years ago* 
tVeverth^ess, keepiiig that in mind, we can deduct that esnerican 
search service centers vould be about 2 to 3 years iDore experi- 
enced, overall, tiian their Canadian counterpart* 

mfCER OF SEftRCHES '(X»DDCTH) {^piestlon 5) 

As for the VPltiae or muter c£ searches conducted, w 
can see in table 10 that altogether^ Canadian search service cen- 
ters conducted 161,260 on-line searches in ld76-79. Figure 1 
shows the frequency distrilxrtion of online searches conducted 
(see questionnaire, appendix 1, question 5) e^ ncnth in all 
search service centers* All categories of parent^<n:gani rations 
have the sane distribution shape. n)hls represents an average 
430 annual searches per search service center* As expected, 
universities oone in way ahead with an average 666.1 amual 
seardies and ccimercial organizations seem to be most sober 
with an average 212 searches a year. 
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Figure 1; Erequaicy distribution of online seaoxhes conducted (p^ month) 

EXPERHWCB lEVEL By NUMBER OF SEftlttHES-OOIPOlH) 

It is also interestiiig to crosstaibulate esqperience level 
with volune of searches. As we can see in figure 2, there is a si-* 
gnificant difference in volute of searches between seardi service 
centers with various exp^enoe levels., fbr instance, centers 

with an/thing from 0 to 3 years experience follow the same de^ 

* 

creasing nanotonous dlstributlGn vdien it cxmes to volune of 

\ 
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searches; in other words, the frequency of search seirvioe oarit^s 
decreases \ibexi the mmber of searches oonSucted increases. However, 
this distrllxiticn gradually dianges in search servi^ce centers with 
iTore than three years eMperiencae to a monotonous increasing distribu- 
tion £or centers with more than five y&ars experience. In this case, 
there are inoreasiiigly moons centers concSucting more and more search- 
es, This can be eaiplained by the fact that the more experienced 
centers are universities which are also the highest consumers 
online searches. 



FIGURE 2 ; BCPERIHiCE UEWELfi By NCMBER OF ONLINE SERHCHES QONDOCTED 
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CaTEGORIES Of KT JGTHEJB OSEBS (question 7) 

Hie next question xef etred to categories of eligible 
end-users and shows that, to a large esctent (62.2%) , on-line 
searching is still very nudi ^'restricted*' as a servioe of the 
parent organization* In other words ^ aooess is being limited to 
people vho are part or client of ''parait-^organizatiais**. Here^ 
the ^other^ category contained mainly ^authorized or specified 
persons** (23) and ^'organization's clients" (6), both labels 
relating mainly to "internal end-users"* 



CBNaPIAH <aHJNE SEflBCH SERVICE tftRKEP 

m alcead/ had a glanoe {see table 1) at one of the 
next questions listing various online systans and data bases 
used, and describing the Canadian online search service market. 

Table 12 shoMB that, as of S^ing 1979, this **tiarket" 
odtfiodsed scne 1185 ^'customers" or 380 search service centers 
to 49 different online systans (see tables 14 ani 15) offering 
access to 182 differait data bases (see table 18) * 

CSsviously, however, this "market*' is only as defined 
by survey respondents (49*7% response rate) * Die real Canadian, 
online market probably shows larger figures than those r^Jcrted 
here* 
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OIHLrSE SgSiae (question 6) 

Fifteen (15) online systems occq^ most of the search 
service msudoat as we can see both in figure 3 and table 13. As 
previously maitioned, however, only C7:)I/ai£*S, QL*Sr^ORarr*S, 
MESLINE^S, SKBIHB*S, NEW ?OiRK TIMES*and 6RS*S custCKsrs received 
a oagy of the questiGsxiaixe, Hence, frequency figures for 
DIALOG/ CMISIH, INPOSUSBE, BADADOQ/ RGSOBS, DOW JGHES, SPIKSS 
and BaTTEtJE systems axe ]?^)Orted by custaners of other online 
systefns. Itot included, here, th^, are organizations iidiidi 
would only use one or more noi^pairticipating s^stons. This is 
also ocnfinoed in table 14 listing yjse freguencdes of all online 
systons and ocntsinaticns of onliiie systems. Most of the other 
systanns listed are for internal use c^ily. As we can see fran 
figures presented in table 12, four (4) ^tene: QRBTF, CAN/CU;, 
DIAIOti and QL ccaapy almost 75% (73.6%) of the Canadian online 
markets ORBIT showing the largest mfiber of subscribers (24.5%) , 
Here, ''use'' mist be untierstood in the sense where a seardi service < 
center is linked or subscribing to an on-line systan. It does 
not refer to the volutne of use or xmbec of searches conducted en 
eadi systan. 
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Fmrthenttore, the survey Indicates that, on atverage, each Canadian 
search servioe oenter has aooess to 3*1 online systems (with 
a^itcde of 2 systens) * Diis is significantly nore than the avera* 
ge 1*96 found l]y wanger (with a mode c£ 1) but then again, \<han 
Wanger conducted her survey in 1974^75, many cnline aystesre were 
only beginning their operation and the vhole online busiisess was 
fairly new. Itie survey also shows that public lilararies (4*7) and 
universities (4*1) are heaviest oonsuRiers, each averaging more 
tiian 4 systms. 

OMtJNE SStSlBl USSMSE (question 9) 

As I alreeufy mentioned in the introduction^ certain 
data were also needed for an ei^erimental research on the ideal 
online search mode* These included inter*relative or ccnfaarative 
use frequency of the fbur onlijie systems used in the experiment, 
that is, CAN/(X£, QL, ORBIT and DIALOG* Hence the survey included 
a question where re^CHidents were asked to rank these tour systans 
according to their respective use fregusicy* Ranks were then 
converted into scores Isy assigning sootes inversely prcporticnal 
to ranks, that is, score 4 was assigned to rank 1, score 3 to 
raiik 2, score 2 to raiik 3 and 1 to rank 4* As we can see in 
table le^ORKET ranks first with a total score of 921 or 35*9% of 
all scores; DIALOG rarics seooni (27*l%)^CfiN/Q[E third (22*9%)^ and 
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OL fourth (14<.1%) * ihese findings Miich, of oourae^are only 
relative, vdll serve,- in the experiment, to-assess validity of 
the fcequaicy distrilnjitim of system use, the dioloe of the 
syston having been left to end-^users and soarch inbennediarijes.. 

naoft BBSE usyg (gtssUon lo) 

The question asked for each oenter^s five joost 
h»vily used Oata bases, i» deexeasing ra>d«d ocaec of use. 
Altogether, 121 different data bases rnxu loentioned (see talble 
16) , \4hich represented at the tijne, about 2/3 of all availaible 
data bases (162) * Again, ranks were converted into scores (tcm 
5 to 1) in the same maimer as for online systents* l!Sable 17 presents 
a Jist of the ten most used data bases, ajbong with the total nmter 
of checks each data base received and its connbined sooor^ and 
overall rank* QC course, these are only relativp ranks because 
tlie actual usebge VDlmoe of a data base ranted seocnd by one arg&* 
nization my be quite different from another one ranked second in 
another organization* Ixideed, question 10 also asked fpr tlie 
actual nuidber of searches conducted on each data base listed but 
unfortunately, in most cases, these figures were not given by res- 
pondents* 

However, sonie interesting observations can be drawn 
from this table* For instance, out of these 10 inost used data 
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bases, 9 are "subject*' or '^disciplijne" oriented and only ctne ftWIS) 
specializes in fam or type of doaxoents oovetsd* l/te have six (6) 
"scienoe" and three (3) ''social sdenoe" oriented data bases and 
one (iins)^is "^nultidisciplinary " * 

Altogether, these 10 data bases acxxwit for 54*6% c£ 
all checlcs and for aljnost 60% (59.9%) of all ccmhined scores 
assigned to all 121 data bases. 

Table 18 pL^esents the oqpnplete list ot all data bases 
inenticned along with their rank, score, and fteguency distribution, 
overall and by region. 

Next £our questions aimed at describing a few seardi 
service centers operating procedures sixh as the most popular 
mode for oonpiling bibliogrdEhies and answering quidc lef erenoe 
guestioffis, search request foonats accepted/ cost xeoovery policy 
and stant3azdized fonos or prooeduxes £or search requests, search 
evaluation and search statistics. 

BIBUOGRMHIC SEftRCH tElHCPS (quesHon 11) 

Question 11 a^QSd respondents to indicate which of the 
foUowingr methads, Jienual, batch or online, was most used for 1) 
CGCtpiling bibliographies and 2) answ^ing guide refecenoe ques- 
tions (infctmaticns, inquiries, factual searches) . Here again. 
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respondents were asked to raiik each loetliod (£raa 1 to 3) ani 
raiiks were then converted into scores (fran 3 to 1) , 

Findings indicate^ (see table 19) first, that manual 
searching, althou^ still being used 40.3% of the tiine, has roi 
yielded the way to online searching in a proportion of 53,4%, as 
the nest popular method for oompiliiig bibliographies* This pro- 
porticfi, however, is revi^rsed when it oomes to answering quick 
i?tferenpe questions , manual methods still prevail 60.4% 
of the tilde. Nevertheless, cmliiie searching, with ahnost 40% 
of the scores is quite surprisingly highly aooeptod for this 
type of infonnatian work. It is likely, with the creation 
of ani greater aooessibility to factual and nunerical data bases,that 
the online method will replace manual searching, in a foreseable 
future, even for answering quidc referenc?e questions. In both cases, 
batch or off*line searrhiiig remains very marginal with only 6.3% 
of use for oonpiling bibliographies and an absolute ncn-use for 
answering quick reference questicons. l!hese distributions hcwever 
slightly vary (see table 20) in coimercial organizaticra and 
puhlic libraries, yiyexe manual searching still prevails £ar con- 
piling bibliographies. 
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SEftBCH HBQUESy gOBWCTS (questloil 12) 

foUowing search request fomats accepted: by nail or telex, 
by ptaoaie, an person by the end-niser hiiOBelf or herself, an person 
by an enl-user*s refxresentative, or they could specify any other 
format accepted. As it9e can see in table 21, the most ficeguently 
checked foxnats were "in person, by the end-user hijnself or 
herself^ ^th 35.1% of the checks, **by ptone", with 26.8% and 
^'in person, by ewi"USM:*s representative'' with 22.3%. A further 
analysis vias made of the various ocntinatioans of foennats used by 
search service cenbors (see table 22) . It indicates that all 
five (5) toost popular formats (74.6% altogether) include the 
reqoireroent that the request be sukinitted by the end-user hijnself 
or herself. 

interestingly enough, three (3) organizations mentLondd 
''E.S.P.'* as a search request farmat, and that is t^hen the librar 
rian "guesses or decides if and when an online search is needed". 
*^Inbemal laenoe" are used in five (5) organizations and two (2) 
organizations have "not yet decided^. 

COST RBOCWBg VQLJCi (question 13) 

Distribution of cost recovery policies is also quite 
interesting and rather surprising. As we can see in table 23, 
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45.5%, alniost half of the respondents op^cate on a free basis for 
their users. On the other hsM/ oily 16.8% raxwer all or mcHDe 
{profit) of their original investment. 

As oouLd be expected, however, very significant diffe- 
rences exist, in cost xeocvery policies, between different types 
of organization. For instance, while nore than 60% of gcrj&ames±al 
(69.9%)^ industrial (69.9%)^and camiercial (63.6%) organizations 
fully sibsidize their online search servioe, universities (87.9%) 
and pii^lic libraries (100%) mostly wrk cn a pcortial and mm total 
cost reoavery basis, idhile most organizations making sane profit 
with their online search servioe cone frcm ooRmercial sector 
(9.1%) . Pud as m can also see, in table 23/tiiose figures and 
distributions are quite similar to those reported by tfenger in 
1974*75 \4hidi would t^ to indicate that no significant changes 
have oocured, in five (5) years, regarding cost recovery pedicles 
notwithstanding a tangible reduction in the operational costs of 
online seardhing. Utie increase in incGcne for search service 
oent^ has nost likely been absorbed by an increase of users and 
by a constat scfihistication in the quantity and quality of services. 
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gTMlMBM2aa? tOBMS (qiiestix>nU4) 

- As for standardized fauns and pirooeclures; over 50% of 
search service centers report (see table 24) using both a search 
request form (50*B%) and a search statistics fooa (53.2%). This 
is ncnmal since there usually is a need for unifoondzatlcn and 
standardization to facilitate search preparaticn and to oolXeot 
soma data on cost, time and other search characteristics such as 
systens and data bases used, n«ber of citations printed and so 
on. Ihdeed, it is rather surpodsing that there are relatively 
so few organizatiicns reportijig sudi foecnis. 14iat is really sur* 
prising, though, is the very small proportion of search service 
centers, only 14.7%# having some search evaluation fom. This 
is all the more peculiar related to the fact^ that 45.5% of 
search service centers operate on a free basis for tiieir users 
^ikdjdti muld normally require sone effort to mzindze or at least 
oontrol cost-effectiveness and search^ 's efficiency. 

Fidt>Iic libraries and acadenic and govermental organi- 
zations show highest proportions of r^iorted seardt request, 
search statistics and search evaluation fcmns, ^Mle oonmercial 
in^tuticns indicate very low usage of all these forms. 
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SEftRCH EREEMftaaOK AND SEawa^ (question 15) 

Next question vas at the core of the ^le survey. 
It asked responlents to rank three different methods d^egated^ 
direct and ccnfeined - with respect to their degree of use for 
preparing and conducting online searches. Hiese methods or modes 
were defined as foUows: 

the delegated itPde is \«hen the search interooediary 
prepares or conducts the search alone^ on behalf of 
the end-user; 

the direct mode is ytten the ejxKiser prepares or con- 
ducts the search alone, unassisted; 

and 

the ooffibaned note is when both encHiser and seartAi 
inbermediary prepare or oonduct the search together. 

OcEiverting ranks (from 1 to 3) into scores (froa 3 to 1), 
the analysis shows (see table 25) that the typical on-line searching 
set up in Canadian search service centers is a contoined preparation 
mode (with 46.3* of the scores) awi a delegated mode (with 52.4% of 
the scores) . In other wooDds, the most coninon procedure is for the end* 
user and search intennediary to prepare the search together and then 
for the search intetn^ary to contluct the search alone. 

a<hese patterns, Ivmever/ slightly vary frocn one type of 
organization to another. For instanoe^ the delegated itode is the 
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jQ06t ^popular for pcepartng seaoxhes in Industrial (48^2%) # aiiiQei> 
cial (57*4%) and educatione^ 

ocnbinea mode is ^ecefeu^ for ooaaoctiji^ a^ardies in universities 
(49.3%) and pubXig libraries (48.6%)* Qtius it would seeni, at 
first sii^t, tiiat enl*users are more involved, both in tlie pro- 
ration and in the actual conducting of their online searciies, in 
universities and public lilacaries, as indicated by their pEefarenoe 
for the ocwhined mode. On the other hand, industrial, ccnmercial 
and educational osiganiTations seem to favor delegating both 
search proration and actual search. 

Finally, although still quite marginal, the direct 
^Vfiroacfa seenis to be mostly priviledged in govemoental organiza* 
tions, both £or preparing (15%) and oonducting (14.7%) searches, 
clceely followed fay industrial and educaticmal instituticais. 

•tte "other- sear* preparation a«l search .noaes »=«tl- 
oned in the survey are: **various oorabinations of all these ntethods, 
depending on ena^user's chsoracter and ease of understanding**; ^the 
searcher ppqpares the searth and the user is in attendance**; **we 
have two intermediaries: the search is prepared fay one intermedia* 
ry in conjunction with endruser andxis modified and performed fay 
the second intermediary**; %e train and assist end*users**; 
**searches are dene fay end-users under the cfuidanoe of an intermedin 
ary*'. 
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in her survey, Wanger had defined five (5) different 

"- « ■ _ _ ^ 

nodes-of -alternative searchex/user iStet«tia(». When clustered 

in identical categories, patterns found in the present surve/ 

show striking sijnilarity vdth hers (see table 26) . Ka: instance, 

in both surveys, about 52-53% of searches reported fall Into the 

delegated seardh pattern, 36-37% follow the oortbined itaethod, and 

about 9 to 10% oonie fxxm the direct mode* 

aoMver a survey oGnduct^ in 1975 kg; D*B* HarshaU in 
129 am^can academic libraries shows quite different patterns 
for this type of oorganization (see table 26) vAkto the delegated 
mode is favored in a proportion of 83*1%* 

SEMCH MODE BT U^KSOPtS 

A mmber c£ other crosstabulations im:e also conducted 
betwem preparatijon and search modes and other search servioe cenr 
ter clBracteristics* For instance, although this inay not be a 
fundanental difference, French and English search servioe centers 
sli^Ttly differ \4hen it comes to prataoring searches (see t^le 27) , 
French sei:\rice centers favoring the ccnfcined and direct approaches 
in relatively higher propartiC(ii3(54*5% and 17*8% respectively) than 
English centers (46*3% and 10*6%) • lliis xtfoy, in fact, be due to 
lajnguage problems^ nost data bases being indeuad with an English 
vocabulary, intennediaries rely more heavily on xiser's participation 



-26- 



ixi the seardi preparation* Howver, \fym it cones to actually 
conducting the seardi, both TreMAi and Qiglish centers fcllw 
exactly the same pattecns* 

OOHER CBOSSyEaBDiaantOHS 

On the other hand, theire is no significant difference 
at all in use patterns cC sear<ii preparaticn modes or search 
modes, betMeen search service caters with various experience 
levels (table 28) , or different potential end-user populations 
(table 29) , or varit'xut categories of eligible eild^users (table 
30) , or using different online systeias (table 31) , or, as m 
will see in the following pages, with different search interne- 
diaries* job (table 32) or subject (table 33) specialization* 

In other words, all search service centers, ^ 
notwithstanding any of the aforementioned characteristics, follow 
the same overall pattem^and in about the same proportions^ of 
fawring the ccntiined mode for preparing searches and the dele- 
cted mode for conducting searches * 

SEftBCH EREBAB«nOW AW> SEftBCM MODE BY OOOT RBCXWEBY VGUICI 

Ohare is, however, one last exception to this pattern* 
Indeed, we find sll^t differences in the most popular aqpproach, 
both for preparing and oonducting searches, betwera search service 
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oent^ having adopted different cost recoway policies (see 
table 34) * Beoce, vMie csenters offering free seaxches to 
tJheir custcroers tend to favor the delegated mode both for pre- 
paring and conducting searches ^ probably becsause of oost-effec- 
tiveness reasons, oer^s with oomplete oost»reoovery policies 
rather prefer the ocfTbined iccde in both cases, probably Ear 
self^justificati-Qn purposes* 



SE2UCH INISSHEDIARyCHAItACIBEa^ 

Most of the ranaining questijons relate to search 
intentediarles and aim at highlighting, quantitatively as wall 
as qualitati^y, sane of their chief characteristics and func- 
tions* 

NUMBER OF SERBCH INIEBMEDIARIES (question 16) 

Overall, the 380 Canadian search servioe caters have 
reported a total 928 search intermediaries (see table 35) * NUrbers 
of search intermediaries range frcm 1 in 120 organizations to a 
maxiirRxrt 20 in one organization* Only 39 organizations report not 
having any identified search intermediary for their online search 
service* Table 36 shews the frequency distribution of search 
intermediaries reported, overall and b/ type of organization* As 
we can see, the averane nutber of seardi interniediaries varies 



quite signif ioaiatly fcon one type of corganization tx) another, 
reachiiig-a high 4.29 in public libraries and a low 1.6 iii ii^ 
dustrial and oaninerclal organizations, and shDuiitg an overall 
average 2.4 search intemediaries in Camdian search service 
centers. 

Most organizations r^)orting no search intermediary 
at all oome from ccnmercial (18.2%) aivl iiiaustrial (13.3%) 
sectors. 

JOB SEBCiaUZmON (question 17) 

Search intermediaries can also be distributed acooi^ 
ding to their job specialization* As we can see in tables 37 and 
38, 60.3% of all search iivtermediaries are seardn specialists, 
that is, people \4ho devote most of their time to reference or 
informatLon activities, including - but not ejoixjsively " online 
searching. About 31.8% are non-specialists , devotijig most of 
their time to activities other than searching or online seardiing. ^ 
Finally, 7% are online search specialists or '*cnline search profes* 
sionals** yitio devote all or most of their time to online see^ch 
activities. 

While the highest proportion of onlijie search specialists 
is found in govenmental organizations (91.8%) ; public libraries 
provide r^atively more search specialists than any other type of 

o 40 
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organizatijan (90%) and ocmnercial organizatu^ <m the hic^iest 
pcoparticti of im-apecialtsts (45,9%), 

These fiixSings jjKiicEtte that, to an overwhelming e}ctent 
(more tiian 92%) , online searching, as far as can be indicated fay 
search intermediary *s job specialization, is very nush part of 
eith^ a broader information retrieval process or research acti- 
vities. In other words, it does aipear that, rather than creating 
exclusive cxiline searching jobs, online searching activities have 
eifcher h'sean integrated to informatioin professiomls * usual tasks 
or added to modem researchers' activities, 

SUB3ICT SPBCIflLTZflTlOW (<^3estions 18 and 19) 

Ifext tm questions aimed at establishing the frequency 
distribution of '*generalist** search inbermsdiaries, as opE^sed to 
those vAio axe^subject :^)ecialists**(eg, specialized in a discipli- 
ne in addition -tQ library and infomation science) , and at dieter^ 
mining in v«hat proportion ''subject specialist** search intermedia- 
ries conduct theix online searches in their own siibject speciality* 

Tables 39 and 40 shew that, of all search int^mediaries 
repcarted in Canadian service centers, there are slightly more 

generalists (52,9%) than subject specialists (45,4%), 
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Universities (54.3%) and other educational dJistitutions 
(58.1%) reporrt highest prcpottiocis of subject specialists, \Aiile 
pjbHc libraries (60%) /and industrial (69.2%) and oGimisEcial 
< (77.6%) organizationB shotf high majorities of gencralists. 

naspoaidents were *"il8o asked whether their subject sper 
cialist intenpadlaries usually conduct searches ±q their own 
^?eciality or discipline. As expected (see table 41) , alnost 90% 
svibject special I sts are reported cooducting searches in their own 
area of speclalizaticn, if not etlwatys (24) or most of the time (83) , 
at least sane of the time (51) . 

OKamNS ICfflOD (question 20) 

Next three questions relate to search intermediary's 

tjraining. 

Table 42 i^hows that the tnost popular training method 
(in a proportion of 29.6%) is ^ f omal training by system reprssen- 
tatives for all available search intermediaries" . **fbnnal traijiing 
by data base re^toesentatives^ also seems to be quite current (23.6%) . 
Obgether, fconal training methods account for more than 65% of all 
methods used. 

Popularity of the method etlso varies frcm one type of 
organization to another. For instance! although etll organizations 
have ranked formal methods firsts public libraries equally favor 
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(33.3%) "local training lay the joost eapert search intermetiiary" , 
and ocmnercial organizations shew a fairly hi^ propartian (21.9%) 
of ^self -training" . 

Resfpondents \9ere then asked (question 21) vdh&tter their 
search intennediaries are trained on all available £^stans, if ao, 
nA^ther they actually use all systems on \<hidi they have been 
trained, and if not, on ^t basis do they specialize (question 22) . 
As indicated in table 47, 76.1% of the respar^aents repor t that all 
(54.5%) or sane (^.6%) of their intermediaries are, if fact, 
trained on all available systoas, \idhich may oome as a surporise if 
^ oonsider the large number of online systems available today and 
actually used in Canada (49) and especially the fact that Canadian 
search service centers report, as we have seen, being linted to 
an average 3.1 online systsos. 

However, these findings are largely attenuated by the 
fact that, even if trained on all available systesro, only about 
48.1% or all seardi intermediaries equally use all of theort after^ 
awards. Ooraegji^tlyT <Sily 36.9% of all search service oeaters 
report that their searth intetmediaries eqvially use all available 
systens. this clearly indicates a trend in some degree of ayst^ 
selectivity, ind^)endent previcus training. 

Althou^ nD basis for use specialization clearly predoni- 
nates, "specialization in a discipline or subject area** seenns to 



be quite odHDon (38^%) * Ohls wuXd also t&A to oonfim the 
idea that oaxLine searching is task oriented or part of a broader 
inforaatim retrieval process* 

Other specializatioQi bases iiicl\ide? ocmfort or fami- 
liarity with the system (14), first-leaniod system (3), systan's 
oost-effectiveness (5) , and so on* These patt^n:is also indicate 
a clear need for sonie pexmanent or onrgoing training program 
includii.g, £Qr instance, refresher courses, updates and even oc- 
casioml rdeaming* * 

SSNXS UnEIWEDlAtCf *S INTODVEHBJT fm aUTOWOMy IN OWEJNE ACTIVIIIES 
(question 23} 

Hie next question was a long one* Its purpose vas to 
iteasure the degree of i^lVOl^ffQent and auton:in^ of search intermedin 
aides in various pre-search, search and post-seaxch activities. 
Itespciidents were thus aslced to check, for each of 13 pre»search 
activities, 13 search activities and 6 post-search activities, 
— vrtiether- they-^'made aH-de^ 
^only ecplained" or 'Hdiether they did not participate at all^ in 
the activity* Ihey could also check any ooihbination of the above 
options to describe tbeir-^participation in each^^activity* 

A score was then asslcpiGd to each option aooordlng to 
intermediary's overall degree of involvment and aatcaiaTy (see fijgure 
4). 
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FIGURE 4: ONUME ACTEVmES: SCORES ASSIGNED TO El^ OGTtON JOID 
CXMBINMrXQN OF QETIONS REEItESQITING A UEXStEE OF IKVQL- 
VEHaiT/UJIONOHSr BY SEARCH INIEIWED3ARIES* 
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-DO NO DO-OR-EfiRTICIPAIE 

1 


-7 



■is 



Henoe, the itost involvea sitaation fcr a search intermediapty is 
\itmi he or 1^ has tD do everything axA make all decdsions 
alone? it vas assigned 7 points. Its negative counterparts ^^hen ^ 
he oar she does not pairticipate at all in the activity, was assi- 
gned loinus 7 points*^ All other options axe intermediate levels 
of iiivolvinafit and have been assigned fran 1 to 6 points.. ^ 
Consequently, scores can range fron •lOO to 100 and a negative 
score can be defined as an activity in ^ttdch search intermediaries 
are most often not involved at all. All logical {and*s) in 
figure 4 should be taken as logical ''or's**, signiJ^ing that res- 
pondents scmetimes decided aloner sometimes assisted and scroetines 
explained. 

P!RB"SEfiRCH ALTIV JTIES 

Table 44 presents^ for all search service centers in 
Canada, tiie foequency distribution for each option and for each 
pre-search activity? it also includes the distrLbuticn of scores, 
according to the pant3eration presented in figure 4. 

Moraover, these scores have been calculated (see table 45) , 
for each pre-search activity^ fay type of organisation* 

Table 46 suimarizes all pre-search activities ^ including ^ 
for each activity^ the overall degree ( %) of search intermediary's 
iJovolvenKnt/autOTKny in this activity, its rank and tl:^ type of 
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parcnt-Qcganlzation vdiere search intermediary's invdvenent/ 
autcnon^ is maximl aond mininnal* 

This last table indicateg^for all pre-search activities^ 
an overall degree of 68% involvanent and autononiy by search in* 
termediaries* In other vofcds, end-lasers mu]ud contribute about 
32% of the dedsion-mafciiig in presearch activities* This pco- 
portion can oonfirm, to a oertain extents the fact that moet 
rf»5pondents preferred the ccnbined a^^proach Sax: preparing online 
searches (question 15) * 

**Use of printed aids** seaas to be the activity where 
search intennediaries are most involved and make most of the 
decisions (80*3%), On the other hand, the decision to ^'select 
online searching as one way of obtaining needed information*' seems 
to be left to end-users in the largest proportion (45%) * Overall, 
hMever, we can see that search^intermediaries are quite involved 
in most of these pre-search activities* Public libraries (79%) 
..and industrial OTganisations^(78*8%) shew higfliest percentage - 
involvement, while universities report a low 57*4%* 

Selection of search logic (75*2%) , search terms (68*9%) , 
additional access points (such as authors, siibject codes, and so 
on) (74*8%) and selection of online system (74*8%) and data base 
(74*2%) are other, pre-search activities in which search intenne^ 
diaries are most involved and autonomous* 
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SESBCH ACTIVITIES 

ffe now cans to search activities^ that is, activities 
occurring daring the search. Table 47 pres^tts the freqpieixy 
distriixxtion of all thirteen (13) search activities along with 
theix avecaged soore. Tiable 48 presents these same distrihati- 
ons by type of pareat-arganization. Filially, table 49 gives an 
overview of search activities and reveal an overall 84,2% search 
intemediaries* involvement in search activities, public li- 
braries (91.3%) and eaucaticnal (92.5%) and iivSuskrial organiza- 
tions (91,5%) shoMing hi^iest percentages, all over 90%, and go- 
vanmental (79.4%) and academic institutions (79.8%) indicating 
Icwest percentages, still of alncst 80%, 

These figures would indicate a 15,2% ina)dmin degree of 
invDlvenent by end-users during the search and would also tend 
to confirm results of questicn 15 on search modes, which indicated 
a marked preference £or the delegated mode, 

Itost invDlyin^se^:dtajc^ 
"search protocols (that is, log on and log off prooedures) " (93,1%) , 
*'ocnim3nicatians procedures" (91,2%),''cperating the tanrdnal** (93%), 
''selection and use of search ocmnands" (92,3%), and ''consulting user 
manuals" (91,9%) . On the other hand, ''decisicm to modify the search 
strategy" (74,4%), "choice of output format" (76*4%) and "review of 
search history" (77%) , although still highly involving search 
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intemediarieSf are search activities \iheire enlmsers' participation 
and decisiciMnakiiig reaches a peak. 

POer-SEAPCH flCTIVITIlSS 

Finally, post-search activities, that is, search-related 
activities oocurriBg after the search, show a low 45.6% degree of search 
intennediary's involvonent and automty (table 50) with a 
high of 73.4% in coctm^xdal oerganizatiais, \«here the **servioe 
aft3roach** seans to be priviledged, and lows of 21.4% in universities 
and of 28.6% in public libraries. Where the online search, as suc&, 
aliQost seans to eni with the tennijial v^ork, except maybe for the 
"reception of dEf-line prints" (87.3%). One striking characteristic 
of these distributions (tables 50, 51 and 52) is the wide range of 
involvement peroentagesi from 87.3% for deception of off-line prints** 
to -16.5% ' ^ ^ total non-invDlvanent of search intermediaries 
in **examining documents and eKtracting pertinent information frcm 
thaonf* , this activity being almost conpletely left to eni-users. 

ONEJME flCTrVrCIES: StBMMQf " ~ 

Overall, search intemediaries sfhov a 65.9% involvanent 
and autonany in onliiie activities, that is, all activities pertai- 
ning to an online searcSi, v«hether it oocurs before^ during of 
after teminal work (table 53) . 
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Saarcb. activities reveal the highest pjCOFOrtion of imralvanent 
with 84.2%, yjyilB pte-^seatch activities indicate 68% and post- 
search activities , amexe 45.6%. 

Ihese f indijngs also indicate that search intexmediaries 
«ho do get involved in online activities spend 34.3% of their 
tinte in pore-search activities, 42.6% in search acfcivitico and 23.1% 
in postrsearch activities. ^ 

This seems to indicate that end-users are iwJeed quite 
ijivdved (34*1%) in decision-naking pertaining to online activities* 
It VQuId be interesting new to correlate these percentages with 
sone search ef f ectivafiess measure to see whether and how the degree 
at search intermediary's iiivolveti«it in a given activity affec'3, 
say, precision or recall or oost^fectiveness figures* 

Overall, universities ^hcw the lowest percentage of 

intermediary's involvement and autcocni/ (52*9%) , thus indicating 

a trend to jnore actively in:;lu(3e their end-*us^ in all activities 

pertaining. to,theiroi^line^searches*™.J^^ 

* 

CGnmercial organizations (77*7%) , on the other hand, seem to 
rather favor the ''service approach^ as indicated fay their high 
percentages of search intermadiary's involveoent and autonan/* 
Indeed, these figures can also reflect a real-life situation 
where endt-users in industrial and connercial orgaiiizatians are 
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pirbably much mare omxmed by obtaining the actul in&sxmaticn 
they need than by getting actively irwolved in the bibOiographical 
search process itself, albeit online searchin?. 

On otheo: hand, it is pExd>ably much mace inportant 
that this bibliographical seardi pcocess, in uhxversitiesr be 
"active" (or involving the requester) , because of the natui^ of 
their infcoation need and also because infomnation searchiiig is 

a basic part of teaching or research. 

J- 

It is interesting to notj& that these preceding f iidiiigs are 
oonfinned by the results of next question {question 23.2) on tubo* 
rial activities {see tables 54 and 55) ^ghere 71.3% of respcndents 
in universities tefort that itost of their searth inteimediaries 
pairticipate^ cm wy or another, in tutorial activities* and where 
industrial and ocnnercial organizations show lo^r degrees of 37.3% 
and 48.2% respectively. . 

lihe most **popular" tutorial activities or, in other 
words, the most "ej^lained" features are: "general description 
of oafiline searching" (75.3%V "data base sibject and docuraitt 
coverage" (73.6%) and "manual search description or how to use 
corresponding printed indexes and abstracts" (65.3%) . "Cost 
structure" {40.7%) and "data base indesdng policy" {38.6%), on 
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the other hand, rank jrather Im as tutorial oonoerns. Overall, 
only 55.4% of respGndents indicate that loost of their search 
intennediaries are involved ±n scam search related tutorial ac- 
tivities, Vihich is surprisijigly low. 

}tacecfver, general tu^rial aotivities, such as giviJig 
vjorksbcps, lectures, detionstraticns and helpiiig develop marketiiig 
and pranotion pax)gr a nB and tools, seeji to be of evaa lesser oonoem 
to most searth intenfledlaries with only 42.7% reportdUig aiiy invol- 
veonent. Search serviceMZ^enter managers are usually responsible for 
these general tutorial activities. 

HESPOMDBnS' OPIN330W ON IMtKlSERS' WILL AND ABlLrry TO OOWDOCT 
HHBJR OHK OMLDE SEMOffiS (questions 24 and 25) 

QOie last two questions (see table 56) were cpijiion ques- 
tions: they aslked, first , ^tether, in re^)C)aident*s opinion, end- 
users wuld be willii^ to conduct their own online searches, were 
they pennitted and properly trained, and second , how could their 
r^es^nts fi^ of search infcerrodiaries? 

As is often the case with this kind of question, over 
40% of respondents either oouldn*t tell or aiirply did not answer. 
Sone 39.4% of rei^)oaidents, however, thizik end^nisers wofuld not be 
willing to conduct their own searches even if they were pennitted 
and properly trained, mostly because they don't have enough tine. 
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or because the^ don't use onlijoe systems often enough to be 
efficient* 

Ilmever, aid this is quite interestijigr almost equal 
proportians of responcSents thiidc that, if thsy did oanSuct theix 
CMn seardies, ai one hand, end-oisers* xe^ts. would be^ poorer 
(29*5%) , and on the other hand, th^ wuld either be better or 
a{prc3Kijiately the same (26*9%)* 

Hence it would seenn that the reason endmsers do not 
conduct their own searches more often is not tiiat thsy woultSn't 
be able to, but rather that thsy do not ytspt or have the tSsaa 
to do so* Consequently, in certain inJfojmation situations \4here, 
for instance, end-users would want to coniuct their own searches, 
it would be interesting to Know whether oth&r characteristics * 
and ^f so, vAiich ones - help discriminate and predict an ideal 
search node, that is the search loode vdiere most performance inea- 
sures, such as search effectiveness, seardier^s efficiency, cost^ 
effectiveness and user satisfaction, would be maximized* That is 
precisely the core objective of my anting eo^ierimental research* 
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OOMCEOSEON 

In oandusion, then, I can say that the present survey 
haro indeed reachedl its two major objectives to first, provide 
data on online search service centers in Canada and a&xxA, serve 
as a reliable ocntect and foundation far the seaxxdi experijaent* 

Even UiGugh it would have been preferable that all 
online vendors paxrticipate in ths survey, results r€fiain, overall, 
fairly representative and valid. Obviously, it oculd have been 
possible to add a luiiber of other questions such as the average 
length of a search, for instance, but the objectives of the survey 
and the' usual tiioe and money lijodtations required a severe selec- 
tion in questions. Nevertheless, 1 hope most respondents and the 
vihole Canadian online oomunity can find some bits of useful infor** 
mation or data in these results. 

Hopefully, these two pieces of research ^ the survey and 
the experiment - will contribute to describe, explain and even 
maybe optimize the role of human searth intermediaries in^ tJie user* 
system interface of bibliographic online search services* 
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Dear colleague^ 

Ye8» this Is another one of those loall surveys! I apolo- 
gize for proceeding this way, Vit I believe the purpose of this survey^ 
which Is to provide the Canadla i online conmiunlty with an overall picture 
of Itself » Is extremely important at this time. This survey Is also a 
preliminary study to my doctoral research at the School of Library and 
Information Science^ University of Western Ontario, being carried out under 
the supervision of Dr. Jean Tague. 

Hay I, therefc ;e request a little bit ^f your time * 40 
minutes at most * to fill out the enclosed questioimaire about your on-line 
search service? If you have already received and filled out a copy of t Ms 
questlofanalre> please Ignore this letter . 

All respo^ents to this survey vfao will have Identified then- 
selvefii l^e. filled pafte 1 of the questloanalret vlll receive a cotiplimentary 
copy of the suamsry statistical results. These will include Items such as; 

- the size of the Canadian online community; 

- distribution of search service centers in Canada; 
types of organizations doing online searches; 

- modes of online searching; 

- characteristics and role of search intermediaries; 

- most popular data bases; 

* volume of online searching. 

The privacy and anonymity of all respondents will, of course, 
be respected. Ho individual organization or name will be mentlonned or 
treated as such In the report* 

Such a survey will yield useful data for all organizations 
and personnel involved In online searching. ?lease fill the appended ques* 
tlonnalre and return It, as soon as possible. In the enclosed envelope. 

I thank you in advance for your collaboration. I will be 
Sending you your survey results copy as soon as the data have been coity^iled 
and analysed (approximately by the end of summer 1979). 

Gllles Deschatelets 
BlbllothSque Scient^^lque 
University Laval 
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A SlfRVEY OF B IBLIOGHAPBIC 



ON-LIME SEA RCH SERVICES 



IN CANADA . 



Please fill in the following questionnaire and return 
as soon as possible in the enclosed envelope. 



This page is optional. If you wi^ to receive a compli- 
mentary copy of the sunmary results^ please fill in the infor* 
nation requested below. If you wish to remain anonymoust 
please turn to the next page. 



NAME OF RESPOBDENT: MR 380 respondents 

MS 

TITLE OF respondent: 



NAME OF ORGANIZATION: 



ENGLISH: 326 



FRENCH: 
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ADDRESS: ■ 



province: 



POSTAL CODE; 



PHONE: ( 



) - 
area code 
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SEARCH SERVICE CENTER 



1. Which of the following best describes your organization? 
(check one box only) 



0* '^OSj governmental 
1* 



2, 
3, 



75 Industrial 
22 conmercial 
93 university 
A. [26] educational (but not university) 

5, pT] public library 

6, j other (please specify); 

|T] AilSSIHG 



2. In which of the following regions is located your online 
search service? 



1. 81 



0. i 3^ Atlantic 
Quebec 

2, |i5^ Ontario 

3, Iftsl Prairies 



A, [42 I British Columbia 

5. ^] Yukon and Territories 

3. Which of the following best describes the departttent/division/ 
section^ within your organizatioQi where the online search 
service is provided? (check one box only) 



* 0, [30^ library or information center 
1, I15J computer center 
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2, 
3, 



16 



17 



laboratory 
autonmous unit 



4. other (please specify): 



MISSING 
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A. Uow long have you been operating your online search service? 
0. [S8| less than one year 

1 year 

2 years 

3 years 

4 years 



83 



71 



1. 

2. 
3. 
4, 

S . |32j S years 
57 



43 



6. 

S. How 



more than S years 



Missing 

many online searches (one online search ? one database 
searched for one search request) have you conducted* each 
month, (on average) during the last year? 



0, 
It 
2. 
3. 
4, 



96 



15iO - 10 
11 - 25 
26 - SO 
SI - 100 
101 - 200 



S9 



36 



IS 



S. [ISJ 201 and more 
[T] Missing 
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6> What Is the size of the potential end-user population 
(e.g. Internal users or users who have the right to use 
your services) of your on-line search service? 



1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 



43 



0. llOHess than 100 
101 - 500 
501 - 1,000 
1.001 - 5,000 
5.001 - 10,000 
10,001 - 20.000 
20,001 and more 



57 



27 



13 



36 



Missing 



7. Who has access to your online search service? 
0. ||2^^"y end-user (no restriction) 
1. 



2j^ )lttternal end-users only (people fron parent 
— '^organization) 



2. 



29 



other restrictions (please specify): 



5 Missing 



6. To which of the following online search systems are you linked 
(please check all appropriate boxes) 



0. 210 CAN/OLE 



1. ^QL SYSTEMS 

2. 29^ ORBIT (SDC INFOMART) 

3. ^DIALOG (LOCKHEED) 

4. [^MEDLINE (^fLM) 

5. QCANSIM (STATISTICS CAHADA) 
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6. Q SABINE (INFOBMATECH FRANCE QUEBEC) 

7. ^tlEW YORK TIMES INFOBMATIQM BANK 

8. BIBLIOGRAPHIC RETRIEVAL SERVICES (BRS) 

9. |7aother (please specify): 



9. Fltase rank the following online syatena (from 1 to 4) in 
order of your frequency/ volume of use. Ex: 1* most used, 
2» second most used, etc. Fleaae leave blank When system 
is -not used at all. 

0. [71 can/ole (cisti)^ 

1. [T]ql systems 

2. rn ORBIT (SDC/INFOMART) 

3. m DIALOG (LOCKHEED) 



10. What are, in decreasing order of liBportance, the five (5) 
data bases (or files) aiost heavily used by your online 
search service^ in the last year? Ex: 1= most used. 2^ 
second most used, etc. 



RANK 


NAME OF DATA BASE 


NUMBER OF SEARCHES 
(if available) 


1 


COHPENDEX 




2 


CHEMCON 




3 


ms 




4 


IHFORM 


— fi/ 


5 


ERIC 




6 


BIOSIS 




7 


PSYCH. ABSTRACTS 




8 


MEDLINE 




9 


IMSFEC 


62 


10 


MMIAGEMENT 

* 
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ll* Please rank the following with respect to their relative, 
ijiportanc«^ (volume) in your organization^ for: (Ex: 1 = 
ttost u8ed^^2-, second oost used^ etc. Please leave blank 



4f 










LU 


1. 




2. 




b) 




0. 


□ 


1. 




2. 





12. Which of the following search re<}uest formats do you accept 
for your online search service (please check all appropriate 
boxes)? 



0 



133 by mail / telex 

1 . |26^ by phone 

2. [24^ in person by end^user him/herself 

3. 227 in person by end-user's representative 
A. jioj other (please specify): 

[12] Jfisfiinfi 



13. Do you operate your online search service on a (check one 
box only) 



0. 1 17^ f«e basis 

1. Il2i partial cost recovery basis 
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2. j 5 7| complete cost recovery basis 

3. I ? I for profit basis 

[u] Missing 
Do you have a standardized procedure (form] 
check all appropriate boxes); 

Search preparation / search request 



0. 
1. 
2. 



Search evaluation 

Search cost and search statistics 



(please 




YES 


NO 


HISSING 


m 




E 


56 


118 


□ 




0 






670 


19 


oi opera- 





tion for; (Please Tank them in order of frequency of use. 
Ex; It most used, 2r second most used, etc. Please leave 
blank if not used at all) 



a) 



1. 



Preparing online searches ; 

delegated mode (the search 
the search alone, on behalf of the end-user) 

direct mode (the end*user prepares 
U alone, unassisted) 



0. delegated mode (the search intermediary prepares 



the search 



2. r~| combined mode (the end-user and the search inter* 
l*Jinediary prepare the search together) 



3. [4^ other (please specify); 



b) 



Conducting online searches ; 



0. r~| delegated mode (the search intermediary conducts 
liJ the search alone on behalf of the end-user) 

1. j~l direct mode (the end^user conducts the search alone, 

unassisted) 
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2. r—1 combined node (both the end~user and the search 
I 2 I Intermediary are present at the terminal during 

the search) 

3. other (please specify): 



SEARCH INTERMEDIAKIES 



JPlease complete this section only If your organization 
provides search Intermediaries* I.e. librarian or staff or 
operator or technician or specialist whose job consists, 
regularly or occasionally, in conducting online searches for 
or with end-users. 



16. Mow many search intermediaries do you have? 
928 

17. Mow many of your search Intermediaries are: 

0. 1 — I on*line search specialists (devote most of their 
time to online searching) 

search specialists (devote most of their time to 



56C reference or information activities, including 
online searching) 

2. I — I non^speclallsts (devote most of their time to 

BSj activities other than searching or online searching) 

[T] Missing 

16. Mow many of your search intermediaries are: 

0. I — [Subject specialists (specialized In a discipline 
|^2ll other than li,^rary and information science) 

1 . generallsts 



"13 Missing 



65 



19* Do your "subject specialist" search interiftedlaries 

conduct searches in their own speciality or discipline? 



0. 


24 


always 






most of the 






sometiiaes 


3. 


12 


never 


4. 


6 


cannot tell 



20* Hov are your search intermediaries trained? (check all 
appropriate boxes) 



0* 



1* 



222 



91 



formal training by system representatives for 
all search interaediarles 

formal training by system representatives for 
one or a few search intermediaries 



2* rr^ local training by the most expert search Inter- 
lifjmediary (ies) 



3* 



self ^'training (search intermediaries are on 



113 their ovn) 
5* ji2j other (please specify); 



4* l^f;^ f ormal'^rainlng by data base representatives 
for concerned search Intermediaries 



21* Are your search Intermediaries trained to use all online 
systems to which you have access? 



0* ^^^ yes, all intermediaries are 
1* ] y^g> Bome intermediaries are 
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2. .[ no 



3. 



2 cannot tell 
Ti\ Missing 

22. If you Mswered YES to question 21 (options 0 and 1) ; 
does each search Intermediary equally use online systems 
on Which he/she has been trained? 

0. Qyes 

1. [^no 



cannot tell 



, 20 Missing 
If your answered NO to question 21 : 

on what bases does each search interaediary specialize? 
(please check all appropriate boxes) 



"•0 



he / she learns one system and conducts all online 
searches on that system 



1, r~]he / she learns one or a few data base<s) and con- 
UfiJ ducts any search on that (these) data base<s) on 
whatever system 

2« / fih^ specializes in a discipline (subject area) 

, LSjJand learns whatever systea(s) and data ba$e(s) are 
necessary to adequately cover that discipline 



3« U2lother (please specify): 
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23. Which of the following activities do most: of your search 
intcnediarics regularly perform? (Please check all ap- 
propriata hoxea) 

23.1 i SEARCHING ACTIVITIES 

• 23.11 PKE-SEARCB ACTIVITIES 



ROtE OF XNTERKEDIARIES 



Decide 
(do alone] 

OVEI 


Assist 
user 

(suggest) 

!AT.T. RAHK 


Explain 
only 


Do not 

do or 
participate 


ACTIVITIES 

■ 


1 

1 — 1? — 






Selection of online searching as one way to 
obtain needed Information 


1 ^ 






Selection of additional approaches (besides 
online searching) to obtain needed Information 








Selection of mode of. searching; direct, 
delegated or combined 




5 






Selection of appropriate data base(s) 




3 






Selection of online system(s) 




11 






Question fommlatlon and elaboration 




- - ^^r 

9 






Search strategy formulation: selection of 
concepts 




6 






Search strategy, formulation; selection of 
search terms 




7 






' Search strategy formulation; expansion of 
search vocabulary (synonyms* related terms) 




4 






Search strategy formulation; selection of 
additional access points (e*g* subject codes* 
authors) 




2 






Search strategy formulation; selection of 
search logic (logical relationship between 
terns) 




10 






Search strategy formulation; restrictions and 
other limiting devices of the search (e^g^ 
language* date) 




1 






Uie of printed aids: user manuals* thesauri* 
dictionaries 



ERIC 
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23. .\. 2 SEARCH ACTIVi: .^J 





ROLE OF INTERMEDIARIES 






Decide 
(do aloneJ 


Assist 
user 


Explain 
only 


Do not do 
or 

participate 


ACTIVITIES 


A 




5 






Conmninications procedures 


O 




1 




_ 


Search protocols t log on - log off 
procedures 


c 




2 






Keyboarding (operating the terminal) 


D 




7 






(.Consulting online alctlonarles/thesaurl 


E 




10 






Consulting printed dictioraries (tnesBuri/ 


F 










• — s? 

Consulting user inanuals (for system or daia 
base information) 






3 






Search commands selection and use' 






6 






Truncation 


I 




11 






Review search history 


,J 




12 






Outp'jt formats contents 


K 




9 






On-line and off-line printing 


L 




1\ 






Modifying search strategy 


M 

■ 




8 






Use of special system features: save search* 
SDI» stringsearch, full text searching, and 
so on» 
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' 23,1,3 POSt-SEARCH ACTIVITIES 



ROLE OF INTERMEDIAKIES 




Decide 
(do alone) 

OVERJ 


Assist 
user- 
(suggest) 
IX BANK 


Explain 
only 


Do not do 
or 

participate 


ACTIVITIES 




1 






Reception of off-line prints 










Notes» comments or evaluation of search 
output 




2 






Identification and location of relevant 
retrieved documents 




3 






Provision of (getting) relevant retriev?d 
documents 




5 






Online ordering of relevant retrieval 
documents 




6 






Examining documents and extracting perti<^ 
nent information from them 



70 
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23*2 



TUTORIAL ACTIVITIES 



Are most of your search intermediaries involved in any of 
the following tutorial activities? 

Search related 

A , General description of online searching 

B System description: how each system operates 

C Data base description: subject and document 
cov forage 

D Manual search description: how to use corres- 
ponding printed indexes and abstracts 

E Data base indexing policy and vocabulary coverage 

F System cost structure 

G Local (service center/library) cost structure 
and policy 



General 



Missing 



YES 'NO 



24 



I2A; 



12 

IT53 



H Give workshop, lectures, demonstrations for end users 

I Help develop marketing and promotion programs and 
tools 

Missing 



L6i 
L2C 



1562 



81 



87J 



L20f 
1030 



16? 



1A06 



ERIC 
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24. In your opinion, would most of your end-users be willing 
to conduct thelt own online searches regularly, were they 
permitted and propsrly trained? 



25, 



0. 
1. 
2. 



yes 



5fl no 



L2 



cannot tall 



Missing 

In your opinion^ year end-users were permlttedj trained 
and willing to conduct their own searches on a regular 
basls» how would their results compare with the same sear^ 
ches conducted by an Intermediary? 

End*users* results vould be; 
0. 



£5 



1. 

2. 



better 

5 [approxli&ately the same 

poorer 

3. cannot tell 
Missing 



L12 



33 



Thank you very much for your collaboration! 
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HESFOHSB jyUCE 


QUESXKK 8: 


Dd \«hich of the follcwlng oamr-line search systems 






boities) 


0. 


210 




1. 


166 


sxsrae 


2. 


290 


CSEtT (ax: INPOftRP) 


3. 


206 


DIALOG (LOCKHEED) 


4. 


75 


MEDLINE (t€M) 


5. 


48 


CANSIM (SXHEISTICS C&NAIA) 


6. 


44 


SABIfC (BlECSUAaECH FRANCEKKIEBEC) 


7. 


50 


NEW VOEK TIBCS INEt]iP»mCN BANK 


8. 


18 


BtBTIOGRKPHIC Kfcfi'KiiiiVgg. SEES/ICES (BDS) 


Q 

if* 


7ft 


COHER (Please specify) 




845 


Estimated d^plijoatlon figure 




380 


Centers .= . 45 cenbers/clients 




845 clients 


ESnMAIED RESPCIJSB mTBi iBO Betumod questionnaires 

- 49.7% 

76f (or .45 x 1700) 



TKE^ 2: 



UNGUISnC 

OF KESBomsms 





% OF RESPCNDENTS 


CANADIAN 
PCfPUEJKCION* 




85.8 


67.1 


FRENCH 


14.2 


18.0 


BIUMGU^ 




13.4 



* BASED ON 1976 CANADIAN CENSUS 



1 



TMB ^* CEOGBftHOC DlSTBlHTIiai CF SEftBCK SEBtflCE QEHIBS J3f 

TOPE CF OftSftHIZmCM 













tMIVEF 








CflHER 


lO&L 


P 


% 


P 


% 


P 


% 


P 


% 


P 


% 


P 


% 


P 


% 


F 


t 




II 


10.2 


2 


2.7 


2 


9.1 


17 


18.3 


0 


0 


0 


0 


3 


8.6 


35 


9.2 




15 


13.9 


15 


20.0 


2 


9.1 


32 


34.4 


I 


3.8 


I 


14.3 


IS 




Isi 


21.4 


CMARIO 


50 


46.3 


38 


50.7 


12 


54.7 


22 


23.7 


U 


42.3 


4 


57.1 


16 


33.: 


153 


40.4 




22 


20.4 


12 


16.0 


5 


22.7 


15 


16. 1 


3 


II.5 


2 


28.6 


9 


18. E 


68 


17.9 


BRmSH 


10 


9.3 


8 


10.7 


I 


4.5 


7 


7.5 


II 


42.3 


0 


0 


S 


10.^ 


42 


n.i 




108 


28.5 


75 


19.8 


22 


5.8 


93 


24.5 


26 


6.9 


7 


1.8 


4e 


12.- 


37& 


100 



P «^ fniquen^ 
M- 379 



er|c 



Oi^ SEARCH SERVICE 
CENTERS 





icr 


POfnUl'IAL FO£>ULA!IIOtf 


Less than 100 104 


27*4 


5,200 


101-500 98 


25.8 


29,400 


501-1000 43 


n.3 


32,250 


1001-5000 57 


15*0 


17a,000 


5001-10000 27 


7*1 


202,500 


10001-20000 13 


3*4 


195,000 


20001 anl more 36 


9*5 


720,000 


KtlTL*. 380 


100 


1»355,350 


■MraiPIfiLBtCKJSERPaPUIMIONi 1,355,350 


6% of total Canadian population 


USE EACrOU (1978-79) 






152,280 


GmJM£ SEARCHES OONDlCrCD 



' U-21 

1,355,350 PomiriAi, popieahcn 
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HKNGER 




TiPE OP oBGMmm.oii 




* 










% 


FRBQUENCy 


% 


OCVERNt^iirAL 

i 


108 


28.4 


101 


a.4 


OOWGICIAL & XNDCBTBaAXt' 


97 


25.5 


152 


32.2 


tNIVEBSITr 


93 


24.5 


137 


29.0 




26 


6.8 


8 


1.7 


PUBOC UBRRRy 


7 


^1.8 


0 


0 


OOHER 


4 


12.9 


74 


15.7 




380 


100 


472 


100 



* impimis' auEsnamxBES only 



er|c 



79 



i mZ 7 : TCTE OF PARaiT OBGSNIZaTION BV IflMGUAGE ' . 





PARENT ORGHNTZmCN 








OCIMEPCIAL 




eXJCft- 
TXQNAL 


PUBLIC 


OOHER 






93 
f28.6%) 


69 
(21.2%) 


22 

(6.8%) 


70 
(21.5%) 


24 
(7.4%) 


7 

(2.2%) 


40 

(U.3%] 


325 

(85.8%) 


FRENCH 


15 
(27.8%) 


6 

(U.1%) 


0 

(0%) 


23 
(42.6%) 


2 

(3.7%) 


0 

(0%) 


8 

(14.8%j 


54 
(14.2%) 




108 
(28.5%) 


75 
(19.8%) 


22 

(5.8%) 


93 

(24.5%) 


26 

(6.9%) 


7 

(1.8%) 


48 

(U.7%) 


379 
(100%) 



N 379 CHI SQUARE 16,73561 6 DEGREES OF FREEDOM 

SIQUFICftNT * 0,0103 



-€9- 



1. 



OMIT PBUmiSG CMEJNE: SEKBOi SEFVICE 





OUT 


DBSCH2VEEICIS 




* 




PREQOENCSr 


% 




% 


LIBRfiRy OR INEOIM>£EICN 
CENIER 






377 


79.8 


OOMPOTER CENTER 


15 


3.9 


8 


1.7 


lABORfilTQEY OR RESEftBCH 
UNIT 


16 


4.2 




11 5 


AI/TCNQMDUS UNIT 


17 


4.5 






OTHER 


30 

t - 


7.9 


34 


7.2 


DOTAL 


380 


100 


472 


100 



* IffiNftGERS' QyESmONNMRES ONt;^ 

ErJc ' ^2 
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T!£FE OF aV3\NIZATKlN 




1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


>5 j 






17 




iU 


1 A 
i? 


16 


9 


8 


2.62 




t 


7 


21 


16 


9 


11 


2 


2.76 


OOtfCROAL 


4 


7 


3 


5 


1 


0 


1 


1.90 


UflVERSm 




10 


12 


20 


15 


15 


8 


13 


3.01 




7 


2 


7 


9 


0 


1 


0 


1.66 




0 


5 


2 


0 


0 


0 


0 


1.28 




12 


9 


12 


7 


2 


3 


3 


2.10 




N 


58 


61 


83 


71 


43 


32 


27 


2.57 




% 


15.5 


16*3 


22.1 




U.5 


e.5 


7.2 


















N 


499 


301 


55 






% 


58,3 


35.2 


6.4 





83 



C0M3UC1HJ (1978-79) 



TVPE OP 




NtflBER OF SEARCHES OOtDUCI^ 


(MDMIH) 




TOTAL (f 


X HID 








































CR»NIZ»EtCN 


0-10 


U-25 


«6-50 


5 WOO 


101-200 


201 4 


mm 




I mm 


YEAR 




44 


30 


12 


10 


2 


7 


4016 


48192 


36.25 






31 


21 


14 


3 


4 


1 


2140 


25660 


26.92 


459. Oj 
347 .Oj 


oq»k:hcxal 


U 


6 


4 


1 


0 




390 


4660 


17*73 


212*71 




26 


15 


24 


14 


7 


7 


5162 


61944 


55.5 


666*1: 




16 


6 


0 


3 


1 


0 


563 


6756 


21.65 


259. 6| 


PUBLIC UmiKH 


2 


3 


:t 


0 


0 


0 


140 


1680 


20.0 


240* Oi 


CTOBR 


24 . 


15 


3 


5 


1 


0 


1029 


12346 


21.44 


257*21 


TOTAL ' 


154 


% 


59 


36 


15 


15 


13440 


161280 


35.644 


430 *li 


\ 


41.1% 


25.6% 


f 15*7% 


9.6% 


4.0« 


4,0% 





CKIBQOiaES OF EUGIBLE CSEBS 

- t 



CKIEGOKEES 


CKEBGCXtlES 






127 


33-4 


Itn!EHKKL END-USERS CflLY 


219 


57, e 


OIHER 

WIHORIZED PEBSQU5 
ONLY 


23 




OBGftNlZATlCW'S CLIENTS CNLY 


6 


1.6 




375 


98.6 
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SLIWICE MJJIKET* i OVEFWIEM 



380 

SETIKSl SBKVICE 



U85 



TO 



49 



OJTERINS 




* AS OP SEKIKG 1979 



ERIC 



8G 



CMWKMN cwuME SEfticH SEjwcE fWKgri OHUHs sygnsMS 







a 


<mrt 


0IW3G 


NEJXJNE 


CAKSIH 


SABINE 




BRS 


OKIERS 




OP stst^e 




65 

(30 « 6) 


{its) 


<24,6» 


^ 52 , 
(25.2) 




(1^4) 


11 
(25.0) 


(26 .0» 


^5,^f 


(32*3i 


2B3 


2*6 1 


ncusnuAL 


37 


25 
(15.^) 


68 

(23*5) 


39 
(18*9). 


9 

(12*2) 


10 
121*7) 




(18*0) 


,1 ^ 
.(5*6) 


ti6,7) 


218 


2*9 




COfQCIAL 


7 

i3,3» 


no 
(e,o; 


20 

U*9» 


B 

(3*Sf 




1 

(2,2J 


(2\3l 


(6*^0; 


10*3 


(?0*2) 


5B 


2,6 






62 
129, 7> 


54 
(32. 5J 


71 

124*6) 


^74 
(35*9) 


iSl,^) 


14 

(30*4) 




14 
I28.0> 






377 


4*1 






9 

(4.3) 


X3 

(7*8) 


19 

(6*6) 


10 
(4-9) 


7 

(9*5) 


6 

(13*0) 


1 

(2,3) 


(2.0) , 




4 

(5.3) 


70 


2,7 




PUBLIC UBRMtY 




(1,2) 


(la) 


(2?9) 




ih) 




(10*0) 






33 


4*7 










(^f,«) 


(^*^3) 


(l3*Sl 


B 

tl3.0t 








^ B 


131 


2,7 




TOtAL 


210 


166 


290 


206 


75 


4B 


44 


50 




IB 


73 


UB5 


3,1 




FBDCCnXIOl OF 


17*7 


14*0 


24*5 


17*4 


6,3 


4*0 


3*7 


4*2 


1*5 


6*7 1 








2 


4 


1 


3 


5 




■ 


6 


9 


n 







Note: Figutec in parentheses " affiEag" IMFTOLOOEt IB (1*5%) * 

correspond to pearceitages* nciJUPES ; n oa* 

aADADUQi 14 (1*2%) 

SPIRES tmWIS)t 9 (0*8%) 

SKmUEt 9 (0,8^) 

fl&SORSt 6 (0*5%) 

DGH JONES (^rrBXEMO. 4 (0*3%) 

87 



TARIB 14: 



Liar Qp sifgTEHs m> oa^BsaTiows of sxsa^ojs usesd 



SYSTEMS AND J, 

OCMBINMi!it»*S CF FSSQUENCIT T % 



UftN/OLE oru-y ^ 


11 






zz 








IOC 






1 




10 




CfiNSIM only 


0* 




SABINE ^Jiiiy 


1 




NrXlMES <JS»iJ-y 


0 


A 


BRS Qiuy 


0 


V 




0* 


M 

u 


CftN/QLE & QL 


3 


0.8 


CftN/OOE & ORBIT 


U 


2,9 


O^N/OLE & DIALOG 


8 


2,1 


CAN/QLG & MEDLINB 


1 


0,3 


CAN/QLG & SABINE 


1 


0,3 


CAN/CSLE & CTTHER 


4 


1,1 


CAN/QtE & ORBIT & QSL 


4 


1,1 


DIALOG & QL 


2 


0,5 


CAN/OiLE & DiaUOG & QL 




0,8 


ORBIT & I." ^ 


11 


2,9 



* ! non-participing -aystem 

^: these figurps r€5>resent- the nutnber of search servicx! centers viiich are 

linked to corresponding online systems. They are i^t use statistitss 
of the systans, * ff ■ 
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ORBIT & DIMXS & Cm/OIE 


25 




6.6 


ORBIT & DIALCX; & QL 


9 




2.4 


ORBir & DiarcG & ql & caN/oEE 


23 




6,1 


OSBIT & MHPLINE 


3 




0.8 


ORBIT & MOXLINE & CAN/OI£: 


2 




0,5 


MEEUNE a DIRDOG 


4 




1,1 


MEDLINE & DIRLOG & ORBIT 


1 




0,3 


MEDLINE & DIALOG & G9RBIT & CKN/OEE 


8 




2,1 


NEI3LINB & DIALOG & CStBIT & QL & CKSH/CS£ 


7 




1,8 


CRNSIM & CXtBIT 


1 




0,3 


CmSm & OtRBIT & CAN/OE£ 


3 




0,8 


CfiNSIM & ORBIT & QL 


1 




0,3 


CRNSIM & DIAD06 & QSBIT 


1 




0,3 


CANSIM & DIALOG & ORBIT &. Cm/OLE 


1 




0,3 


CANSIM & DIALOG & ORBIT & QL 


1 




0,3 


CRNSIM & DIALOG & ORBIT & QL & CAN/CfL£; 


3 




0,8 


CANSIM & MQONE & DIALOG & QREIT & CAN/0££ 


2_ 




0,3 


CANSIM & MEStLINE & DIALOG & CKBIT & QL 6 CAN/ 
OLE 6 




1,6 


SABINE & OiRBIT 


2 




0,5 


SABINE & ORBIT & QL & CAN/OC£ 


2 




0,5 


SRBINB & DIALOG & QL & Cm/OLE 


1 




0,3 


SABINE & DIALOG & ORBIT 


4 




1,1 


SABINE & DIALOG & OflBIT & CAl{/QI£ 


5 




1,3 


SABBJB & CANSm & ORBIT & QL & CAN/OLE 


1 




0,3 



ERIC SO 
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SABINB & CANSIM & DIALOG & ORBIT ~ I 0.3 

SABINE & CANSIM & MEDtJNB & DIALOG & QORBIT 2 0.5 
SABIME & CANSIM & tElOLINE & DIALOG 

& OREET & QL i CAN/tHE 2 0.5 

NYTIMES & ORBIT 5 , 0,3 

NYTIMES & OFBIT & QL 2 0,5 

NOTIMES & ORBIT & DIALOG & QL 1 0,3 

' NYmffiS & DIALOG & ORBIT & QL & CMH/CSE 5 3.'3 
NMMES & MEDtaUE & DIALOG & ORBIT & 

C3L / CAN/QE£ 1 0,3 

NWPIMES & CANSIM & ORBIT 1 0,3 
NSTIMES & CANSIM & DIALOG & ORBIT 

& CAN/OfLE 1 0.3 
NSTIMES & CANSIM & MECUNE & DIALOG & 

ORBIT & QC & CAN/QtE 3 0.8 
N^IMBS & SABINE & DIALOG & (miT & QL 

& CPN/OLE 1 0.3 
N^IMES & SABINE & CANSIM & DIALOG & 

ORBIT & QI. 1 0,3 
tTXTIMES & SABEiE & C"T«SEM i DIALOG & 

ORBIT & QL & Ottl/OLE 1 0,3 

BRS & DIALOG & ORBIT & QL & Cm/OLE 4 1*1 

BPS & MEDLINE I 0,3 
BvlS & VEDUm & DIALOG & ORBIT & QiL 

& CRNAILE 1 0,3 

BRS S SABINE & DIALOG & ORBIT « CAN/OLE 1 0,3 

BRS & Nyni^iES & dialog & orbit & ol i 0.3 

BRS & NmMES & DiajOG & ORBIT & QL 

.& CAN/OLE 1 0,3 
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BRS & miNGS & JMECiLINE & DIAIOS 

& qe;bit & & cm/ois i 

CXEHER & C3L 3 

OOSER & ORBIT 4 

OTHER & ORBIT & CSN/CfLE 3 

COIER & CKBIT & C3L 2 

OTHER & ORBIT & C^J- & CRN/dE 1 

OTHBR & DIALOG & QX- & CAH/tiLE 1 

OEtlER & DIKLOG & ORBIT 4 

CHER & DIAIOG & CKBrT & CfiN/ai£ 3 

CmJER & DIALOG & ORBIT & QL 2 

OIHER & DB\LOG & ORBIT & QL & CtVN/QLB 6 

OOHER & MEDUNE & aVN/OI£ 1 
OISIEIt & MEOLINB & DIALOG & OiRBTF & Cm/OLE 1 
OniER & MEOLINE & DIAIiOG & ORBIT & QL 

& cm/cm 1 

COHER & CANSIM & QL 1 

OTHtm & CAWSIM & ORBIT 1 

COMER S CANSm & ORBIT & QL 1 

COMER & CANSBl & DIAUOG & ORBIT & QL 

& CAN/OTE 2 

OTHER & CANSIM & MEDLINE & DIAIiOG & ORBIT 

& QL & CAN/OLE 1 

OTHER & SAEINE & ORBIT & CAN/OLE 1 

CTTHER & SABINE & DIAIOG 1 

OTHER & SABINE & DIALOG & ORBIT 1 



0.3 

0.8 

1.1 

0.8 

0.5 • 

0.3 

0.3 

1.1 

0.8 

0.5 

1.6 

0.3 

0.3 

0.3 
0.3 
0.3 
0.3 

0.5 
0.3 

0.3 
0.3 
0.3 
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OOHBR & SABINE & DIALOG & OftBIT & QL 1 

OEHER & SKBSm & MEDLINE & DIALOG & CmTl 

& QL & CAN/IXE 5 

. OtHER & SABINE & CANSIM & iMSXLINE & 

' DIALOG & ORBTT & QL & CRN/OLE 1 

OrHiER & NVTIMES & QL 1 

CdHER & NmMES & ORBIT 1 

OTHER & N^IMBS & ORBIT & QL 4 

OIHER & NmMES & DIALOG & ORBIT & QL 

& CAN/OLE 2 

OTHER. & NXTIMES & flEDLINE & DIALOG & CRETP 
& QL & CAN/OE£ 2 

OffiER & NmMES & CflNSIM & ORBTP 1 

OIHER & NXTIMES & CANSIM & DIALOG & ORBIT 
& QL & CAN/OIE 2 

COKER & NmJEiS & SABINE & DIALOG & ORBIT 
& QL & CAN/OLE 2 

OIHER & SABINE & KYaiMES & DIALOG & ORBIT 
& QL & CAN/QIE 1 

ormER & NXTncs & sabine & medune & dialog 

& ORBIT & QL & CRN/OtE 3 

COHER & BRS & SPSHm & MEDUNE & DIALOG 
& ORBIT & cm/OLE 1 

OOHER & BRS & NYTIMES & DIALOG & O^BIT 1 

OOHER & BRS & NXTIMES & DIALOG & ORBIT 
& QL 1 



0,3 

1,3 

0,3 
0,3 



0,3 



1,1 

0,5 

0,5 
0,3 

0,5 
0,5 

0,3 

0,8 

0,3 
0,3 

0,3 
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OIHER & BRS & NYTIMES & msUNB & 

DIALOG & ORBIT & QL & CAN/OCB 1 0.3 
CXTHER & ERS & N!£TIMES & CANSIH & 

MBDLINE & DIALOG & ORBIT & QL & CAN/OLE 1 0.3 
OTSER & BRS & NYTIMES & SABINE & DIALOG 

& ORBrr & QL & Oai/CIE l 0.3 



TOEAL 380 100% 



Er|c B3 
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TAEEE 15: SYSTEMS LISTED IN THE "OflHER" CKMXiSX 



imXSJXE (GLOBE & miL) : 



18 clients (1.5%) 



BILLS D£S DGPUIES m lA CHAMBRE DES 

CHRMBRE EES CCMUNES) : 

DBRWEtTT: 

BftCftiXg (UNIVERSITE DU QUEBEC) : 

ARIANE (CEHTSE D'ASSISEMCE 
TECHNIQUE ET EE DOCCJMffilTftTION, 
PARES, FFSNCE) : 

UfiMTS HSDRfiULIQOES (CENTRE D'ETODES 
ET mi HECHEBCHES DE L'INDUSTRIE DES 
UMTTS HYDRMJLEQUES) : 

PESOFS (CENTRE CaNftDIEN DE TEIfDEIECTICH/ 
CaNADIfiN CaiEER FOR REMOTE SaiSING) : 

DOW jams NEWS retriewrl sisrm: 

BUSINESS DnERNanCNRL ((3QvER?U:. 
ELECTRICS): 

*CCMBRSE (CCtMUNICaTIONS DATA BASE) : 

*CDS (SPORIS AND RBCREKTICS^ ESffiA BASE) 
SPIRES (BALLOT) (ONXVERSITY OP ALBERTA) : 
ISIS (CMTERIS DKEA BASE) : 

BATTETIE'S SYSEEMS: T,0,L, (TRANSPOREfiTICN 

ON LINE) AND BASIS 

l,P, SHARPE (non-bibliographic) 

CtJMTADS: 

HAZMATS (Federal Gavemnent) 
IN-HOUSE SYSTEMS (no name) 



1 cliesnt 

2 clients 

14 clients (1.2%) 

1 client 

1 client 

6 clients 
4 clients 

1 client 
1 centre 

1 csentre 

9 clients (0.8%) 

2 clients 

9 clients (0*8%) 
4 clients 

1 client 

2 clients 
2 centres 



ERIC 



* Data base for internal use only. 
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ASrXS (AX£EFa% RESEARCH CODNCIL 
VP3Si BPSE) : 

*GOmiC: 
0*C*L*C*: 

QOftCAL INFORMATION SlSmi: 
UNIVERSITy^GP OKtAHOMA EEaJEWtBOM 

(S06CAN (formerly CANADIQ7 INDEX TO 
GE0SCIQK:E DAEEA) via syston 200 
PBOGBAM ON HHE ENEFGY, MINES & RESODICES 
OOMPUTERr (TrrfflWR 

UKAS: 

*0KERRIO MINISTRY OF GCWERKMENT SERV3JCES: 

*MINISIS (IN-BOUSE SXSTEM WTTH IDIC m) 
U.N.O. PILES) 

NEELs (mnam* trnxMCi equifment 
libcMDOR sxsarat): 

AIfHA!rE}Cr: 

AI£ERI3V STAO^JTE^CITAIOR: 

CANFARM (cooperative Agency) : 

COIN (Univ* of Virginia) 

INPOEWfiTICS, INC.: 

C*D*A* (COiPPER roVELOfPMENT 
flSSOCIATICK) : 

ccmeusear3i: 

m:gill iabour agr^ment da!i:a base: 



2 clients 
1 client 
1 centre 
1 client 
1 clioit 

1 client 



2 cliaits 
8 clients 
1 centre 

1 centre 

1 client 
1 client 
1 client 
1 client 
1 client 
1 client 

1 client 
1 client 
1 client 



Overall r there are 107 clients to these 37 online systems* 



95 



TftBUS 16: 



QNUNE USAGE 



I 

ERIC 









— 1 


SYSIEM 


- ' RANK l-'REQUENCIES 


TOTAL 
SCORE 


% 


RANK 


1 


2 


3 


4 




















72 


58 


56 


15 


589 


22.9 


. 3 


GL SYSTEMS 


37 

^ £ 


23 


48 


47 


360 


14.1 


4 


ORBIT 


139 


86 


50 


7 


921 


35.9 


1 


DIAIjOG 


118 


65 


13 ■ 


3 


696 


27.1 


2 


















TOTAL 


366 


232 


167 


72 


2566 





TRBUE 17: 



CANADIAN OSgJNE SEARCH SERVICE MARKET: 



QKm BASES 





DAIS^ BASE 


FREQtJENCY 


% 


SCORE 


RANK 


COMPENDEX 


127 


8.4 


464 


1 


CHEfCCN * 


U4 


7.4 


426 


2 


OTIS 


117 


8.2 


362 


3 




97 


6.6 


298 


4 


iSRIC 


76 


5.0 


292 


5 


BIOSIS* 


79 


5.4 


.264 . 


6 


PSYCH. A3ST. 


57 


3.8 


201 


7 


imum* 


44 


2.8 


201 


7 


INSPBC 


55 


3.8 


165 


9 


MANACSMEITF 


46 


3.2 


134 


10 




812 


54.6 


2807 
(59.9) 





* INCLUDES BftCKPILES 



4 



Figures listed under each tark refer to the mndDer of search 
•ervice oenteirs twing given this rank to this particular data base. 

OOHVERSION OF BAtfcS IMTO SPORES 

Ba.T*c 1 = eoore 5 Bank 4 ■ score 2 
Hank 2 » score 4 l^ihk 5 * score 1 
Raidc 3 £ score 3 



I 

m 

LH 

I 



DATA BASE 


RANK 


frc 


^1 TOTAL 


ATIAWriC 


QUEBBC 


GK£ARI0 


F?i;jRIZS 


BRITISH 
COLUMBIA 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


'overall $coc 


s Overall rank 


AXCWTAMIS HD^ 


3 






4 




7 


23 


38 • 


0 


1 ^ 


4 


1 


1 


A*C*F* (Arrets Oour 
F«dgraleT 














- 














AXtS. {Arx^s ODur 










1 


1 


1 


116 


0 


0 


1 


0 


0 


AX>W.5. (All Cana^ 
Maekly sivmaries) 


2 


4 


2 


2 


2 


12 


38 


26 


1 


0 






1 


AGRIOOiA 


2 


9 


8 


3 


7 


29 


83 


14 


1 


9 


4 


11 


4 






■ 


' 1 " 






1 


3 


97 


0 


1 


, 0 


0 


0 


AIH^ARM 




























AWRICAi HlSlORy ( 





























K61 (AUbertaOll 
Sands Intec} 


1 










1 


5 


79 


0 


0 


0 


1 


0 




2 


3 


3 


1 


3 


12 


36 


28 


0 




4 


e 


0 






1 


1 


1 




3 


9 


53 


0 


0 


2 


1 


0 


o ^9.8 - 

ERIC 




3-:.----—-^ 
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6V (£OGRMiaCAL REHIOtf 
(FREQUENCIES) 







fiY GBOG 


RAFIUCAL m 


SIGN 






RANK 


^tal 1 TOTAL 


ATIAWTIC 


QUEBEC 


onTAiao 




BRITiSi 
COLUMBIA 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


^Jj^J^JOverall socar© 


Overall rank 


mic 


1 








1 


2 


6 


/ * 


0 


0 


2 


0 


0 


ART HQCCTC 








1 




1 


2 


107 


0 


1 


0 


0 " 


0 


ASFA 






2 




1 


3 


7 


6? 


0 


1 ' 


1 


1 


0 


ASI 




1 








1 


4 


Be 


0 


1 


0 


0 


0 


am fXUZD ENGIN. 














- 














filOCCDGS 






1 






1 


3 


97 


0 


C 


1 


0 


D 


BI08IS, Bft, BI06973 


17 


22 


20 


11 


9 


79 


264 ^ 


6 


16 


IB 


21 


13 


11 


OfT 




1 








1 


4 


oo 


0 


0 


V 


1 


A 
U 


etc, CPS, OiEHXN, 
CKQ57071 


41 


IT 




1 0 




114 


426 


2 


17 


22 


46 \ 






CA FAlQir CONDOICAN- 
CE 












- 


- 














CAB ABSTRACTS 


4 


1 


2 


4 


2 


13 


40 


25 


0 


3 


2 


6 


2 


CA^eaDCB 






























1 


1 


■ 




JL 


4 


13 


45 


0 


0 


1 


1 


2 


cm 1 3 


6 


9 


6 


6 


30 


64 


13 


1 


4 


20 j 


3 


2 



•Vjo 101 

1^ . . . . . , . 



-87- 


BY <3]0GRflPHlCAL RBGICK 




R A H K 


^M:al 1 TOTAL 






OWEARIO 


rtuOTiES 


BRITISH 
C0UU^B1A 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 




pverall socare 


Ov^all rank 


AILAHTIC 


CCC CCftNADIAH CKT- 
KmV' CASES) 


1 


2 


3 


1 


1 


8 


25 


36 


1 


0 


3 




2 






1 


4 


4 




L4 


29 


31 


2 


5 


6 


0 


1 


CHEHDOydlEKmE 






2 


1 




3 


8 


62 


1 


0 


1 


0 


0 


QUU ABUSE & 










1 


1 


1 


116 


0 


0 


1 


0 


0 


CIH 


2 


1 


3 




X 


7 


27 


33 


0 


3 


4 


0 


0 


as 






1 


1 


1 


3 


5 


71 


0 


1 


1 


1 


0 


CIAZ»6 








2 


1 


3 




79 


0 


1 


2 


0 


0 


CtAJMS/ti>SS 




























CXAIMS/U^S. FAmfTS 












- 


_ 
















1 


4 


4 


3 


2 


U 


41 


23 


0 


0 


14 


0 


0 


coDoq 




























OOID nSGIOHS 




























CGMFBOPC (EI) 


45 


29 


23 


14 


11 


121 


464 


1 


14 


23 


55 


25 


10 


OONFEHaHCE PAPERS 








2 


2 


4 




71 


0 


0 


4 


0 


0 













ERJC 



102 



103 





BY GBDCRAPHICAL BEQlOtt 




RANK 


Total 1 TOTAL 


ATUVWriC 


QUEBEC 


CWTARIO 


PRAIRIES 


BRITISH 
COLUMBIA 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


Fi%~ 

Overall scote 


Overall rank 


cmxMo 






1 






1 


3 


97 


0 


0 


1 


0 




CRIS 




























Oft 


4 

w 


4 


2 


3 


1 


14 


49 


20 


1 


1 


6 


4 


2 " 
















_ 














DLD 












- 


- 














out' (DCHCNICN LAW 


6 


2 


4 


1 




1] 


52 


19 


1 


0 


7 


2 


3 


DR^ rOA^TA HEFERENGB 
SYSTT>IJ 




1 






1 


2 


5 


79 


0 


0 


1 


1 


0 














- 


- 














ECCHQKICS AfiSr^IUrtJL. 












- 


- 










- 




£15 INDUSTRIAL H^WTS 












- 


- 












































1 


1 


I 


2 


3 


d 


21 


40 




0 


4 




D 






4 


3 


4 


5 


16 




19 


1 


3 


e 


3 


1 


EPE 





























ERIC ... . . ; ■ 





£V GEOGRAPHICAL REGION 




RANK 


Ttotal j ' TOTAL 






CWTftRIO 


PRAIRIES 


BRTTISH 


1 


2 


•J 




5^ 


Overall scoa:< 


ouerall rank 




ERIC 


39 


12 


7 


10 


8 


76 


292 


5 


5 


2a 


26 


14 


9 








3 






3 


9 


53 


0 


1 


2 


0 


0 


DOCERm MONICA 












1 


2 


107 


0 


0 


0 


1 




TCR 








1 


1 


4 


9 


53 


1 


0 


2 


1 


0 


Fn> RGSXSIER 












1 


2 


107 


0 


0 


1 


0 


0 














- 


- 




























- \ 














DCEX — 














- 










































& SUEUVAM 


















i. 












2 


5 


3 


5 


4 


19 


53 


18 


2 


4 


9 


4 


0 


GBQARCHIVE 




1 


1 






2 


7 


67 


1 


0 


1 


0 


0 




' 7 


5 


7 


8 


5 


32 


97 


12 


2 


5 


8 


16 


1 































ERIC 



106 



10 
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P A K K 


Total 1 TOTAL 


ATLAOT2C 


Qumc 


OWTARIO 


PRAIRIES 


BfOTlSH 1 
OOUfQIA 1 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


'^"^ 1 Overall scxare 


Overall rank 
































mcts 






























1 


1 




3 




5 


15 


44 


0 


0 


5 


0 


0 1 


H(» 




























HQO 












- 


I 














HNQ 






1 




1 


2 


4 


88 


0 


0 


2 


0 


0 1 


HC 






1 




1 


2 


4 


88 


0 


1 


1 


0 


n 1 
1 


nmm (ABi) 


22 


19 


18 


20 


18 




298 


4 


4 


21 


43 


19 


10 1 


INSPBC 


11 


12 


10 


10 


n 


55 


165 


9 


8 


14 


23 


9 


















- 














I9IDC 




1 




2 


1 


4 


9 


53 


1 


0 


1 


1 






1 




1 


1 


1 


4 


11 


49 


0 


0 


3 


0 


1 1 


USOCN 




2 


5 


2 


4 


13 
— 


31 


29 


0 


2 


7 


3 




USA 1 






4 




4 


8 


52 


0 


0 


2 


0 


2 1 








f 


f 


103 



EP£ GEOGRAPHICAL REGION 
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K A K K 


Total ! TOTAL 






CKTARIO 




BRTTJSH 




1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


FJ^g" 1 Overall score 


0\;erall rahk 


ATIAKTIC 








1 




1 




2 


6 


71 


C 


1 


0 


1 


0 






- - 


2 




-- ■ 


2 


6 




0 


0 


2 


0 


0 




3 


16 


10 


B 


9 


46 


134 


10 


2 


3 


24 


3 


4 


FII£S} 


34 


5 


3 




2 


44 


201 




3 


16 


13 


5 


7 




1 


2 


2 


3 


2 


10 


27 


33 


























- 














MIA BBUOGmHTy 




























Has 'VBsrKAcrs 




























TIGNS 


1 










1 


5 


79 


0 


0 


1 


0 


0 
































1 




1 


2 




4 


12 


46 


0 


1 


3 


0 


0 


KBHS 






1 




1 


2 


4 


ee 


0 


0 


1 


1 


0 








1 






1 


3 


97 


0 


0 


0 


1 


0 


1 NICSEH/MBtlS 





























ERlctiO 



111 





fiV GQOGRAPHICAL REniON 




R A tl K 


_ 1 TOTAL 




OUEBQC 






BRITISH 

ooLurmA 




1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


!i&§ncy| Overall score 


O^all rank 






1 










- 


- 
















21 


30 


25 


21 


20 


11 


[ 362 


3 


14 


26 


38 


26 


13 


oaaNi)cr(Ass-" 




i 


2 




2 


8 


24 


37 


4 


1 


1 


1 

X 


1 


OmW CKSEMOI 




























OHTAP OBtnC 








1 




1 


2 


107 


0 


0 


1 


0 


0 


































1 




1 


2 


4 


8 


€2 


1 


0 


3 


0 


0 




1 








1 


2 


6 


71 


I 


0 


0 


1 


0 


0.0,T. (CTD6) 




1 


j 


1 




2 


6 


71 


0 


0 


2 


0 


0 








1 




4 


7 


11 


4^ 


0 


5 


2 


0 


0 




A 


1 








5 


23 


Jo 


0 


1 


1 


0 


3 






























pm 






1 






1 


3 


97 


0 


1 


0 


0 


0 


P-K-I* 





























113 





&^ GBDGRt\FHia^ RBGIOtf | 




RANK 


Total \ TOTAL 


ATIAHTIC 






PRMRIES 


BEUTISH 1 




1 
1 






A 
H 


c 

!> 


mi 


^^^preraii score 




oouu^cIA 


VCSUjnCU ABSTRACTS 
. -4EftB) 


5 


2 


5 


3 


e 


21 


60 


17 


3 


2 


.10 


_ .3 _ 


'3 _ 


VCmATIM (BIBLIO 




























psvcnxotncAi. abs- 
tracts 


11 


22 


12 


10 


2 


►7 


201 


7 


4 


17 


20 


11 


5 


PHOtCT (ETB) 


3 


2 


4 






IS 


47 


21 


0 


5 


6 


0 


4 


PTS. F t( S INCEX 




1 




1 


1 


3 


7 


67 


0 


0 


2 


1 


0 


PTS. FEDERAL IHCEX 




























PTS. nmRNRT. ANNU- 
AL Tim fERXES 




























PTG, UtrWKt, STft- 

rxsricAL ABsmcTs 




























PTS. tl,S. AWUAL 
TDC SERIES 




























PTS. tl,S. RBGIGNAL 
TIME S£HIES 












- 


- 














CAli ABSTRAdS 




























FTS. HGEKLY 




























OUEEGC ACIUALTIES 




1 








1 


4 


8e 


0 


1 


0 


0 


0 


R^DAR 


1 


1 


1 






3 


12 


46 


0 


3 


0 


0 


0 



B3f (KCIttPHICAL BBGIOH 





RANK 


Total 1 TOTAL 




QUEBBC 


OtlTARIO 


PBAItOES 


BRITISH 
COUWIA 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


qu^ici 0\;erall score 


Overall rank 


















- 










































FE9DAS 




























KDCCOC 


1 


1 








2 


9 


53 


0 


2 


0 


0 


0 


R9C (ttevised Statu- 
tes of Cftnada) 


1 


6 


2 


3 




2 


41 


23 


1 


0 


5 


2 


4 






1 


1 


1 




3 


9 


53 


0 


1 


1 


0 


1 


' SRFEIY 










2 


2 


2 


107 


0 


0 


1 


1 


0 


SBC (smiuns of 

BRITISH COUJMBXA} 


3 








1 


4 


16 


42 


0 


0 


0 


0 


4 


9CISEAFCH 




1 


6 


5 


6 


L8 


38 


26 


4 


4 


4 


4 


2 


SCR (SUPREME OOURT 
REPOinS) 


3 


2 


3 


2 


3 


L3 


64 


16 


2 


0 


7 


2 


2 


SNB (STATUreS OF NEW 
BHUWSWICK) 








1 




1 


2 


107 


1 


0 


0 


0 


0 


SOCIAL SCISEAICH 
(S9CI) 


5 


7 


10 


(y 


7 


35 


102 


11 


1 


12 


15 


7 


0 


SOCIOLOGICAL 




1 


1 


5 


2 


9 


J9 


^1 


1 


4 


3 


1 


0 


SOL 










1 


1 


\ 


m 


0 


0 


i 


0 


0 



117 

116 





















BY GDOORmiCAL RBGIOM 






E A K K 






Ttotal 1 TOTAL 


ATLAWnC 


QUEEBC 


ONTARIO 


PRAIRIFS 






1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


[overall scare 


Overall rank 






COLUMBIA , 






























SFK 












- 


- 














SBC 








1 




1 


2 


107 


0 


0 


1 


0 


0 


SSIE 








2 


6 




10 


51 


1 


1 


2 


3 


1 


9ID 












— 


- 
















2 


1 


2 


2 


2 


9 


26 


35 


0 


1 


6 


2 


0 . 


TETUS/IKTIIfiDOO 












- 


- 
















11 


4 


2 


2 


1 




82 


15 


1 


0 


3 


15 


1 


WICM 


1 


1 






1 


3 


10 


51 


0 


1 


2 


0 


0 






1 








1 


4 


88 


0 


1 


0 


0 


0 


USPSD 






























1 


1 








2 


9 


53 


0 


1 


1 


0 


0 


1CB (Haekly Criminal 
Btaietln) 




1 




2 


1 


4 


9 


53 


1 


0 


3 


0 


0 


f£LDASEUC» 





























119 



-96- 





RANK 


Ttotal 1 TOTAL 


ATUWPIC 


QUEEQC 


CNTAIUO 




BRTTISIt 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


««.r™Pv«rai score 


OwaraXJ rank 




































1 


2 


6 


1 


10 


23 


38 


0 


4 


6 


0 


0 


VKB 


























































2 






1 




3 


12 


46 


\ 

0 


3 


0 


0 


0 


OOaCAL ENdNCE- 






1 








3 


* 

97 


J ^ 

0 


1 


0 


0 


0 


ICKUME 


2 


3 


2 


1 


1 


9 


31 


29 


2 


2 


4 


0 




VV UNE 




1 


1 


1 




3 


9 


53 


1 


0 


1 


0 












2 


1 


3 


5 


79 


2 


0 


0 


0 




DCH JCNES HDfJB 




2 








2 


d 


62 


0 


1 


0 






GUQEE AW HMt 


3 


1 


1 


3 




e 


2B 


32 


0 


1 


6 


0 




BHJ^ DBS DEFincS 


1 










1 


5 


79 


0 


0 


1 


0 


0 










1 


1 


2 


3 


97 


0 


2 


0 


0 


0 


CCMBASC 








I 




1 


2 


107 


0 


0 


1 


0 


0 



BY GBOGRAPIUCAL fiEGlOW 



121 



120- 



ERIC 
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BY (330GRAPHICAL PSniOK 




RANK 


Total 1 TOTAL 




QUEBEC 






DRTPISH 




1 


2 


3 


4 




quency|<>^^ score 


Overall rank 




COLUMBIA 




_ ^ _ 


_ . 


.. _ 


. . _ _ 






_ _. 5 


79 


0 


0 


1 


0 


0 


ntSCftL 7 








1 






2 


107 


0 


1 


0 


0 


0 


PftSCAL B 










1 




1 


116 


0 


1 


0 


0 


0 


CDS 


1 












5 


79 


0 


0 


1 


0 


0 


SDHJNE 




4 










16 


42 


1 


0 


2 


0 


1 






1 


1 






2 


7 


67 


0 


0 


X 


0 


1 








1 






1 


3 


97 


0 


0 


0 


0 


1 


RTOCS 




























CAHCERLXT 




1 




1 




2 


6 


71^ 


• 0 


0 


1 


0 


1 


cumm 






1 






1 


3 


97 


0 


0 


0 


0 


1 


CAHCEKPBOJ 








1 


1 


2 


3 


97 


0 


0 


1 


0 


1 




1 










1 


5 


79 


0 


0 


. 0 


0 


1 


HA1ES 




1 








1 


4 


88 


0 


0 


0 


0 


1 


BAII01S 










1 


1 


1 


116 


0 


0 


0 


0 


1 



o 122 



123 



By GEOGRAPHICAL RQaK» 





RANK 


Itotal j TOTAL 






ONXMfaO 


PRAIRIES 


fiRmsa 

UQUJVSIA 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 




fsv^l Overall acxnn^ Overall rank 








1 


1 




1 


3 


. 8 


62 

<• 


1 


a 


2 


a 


a 






1 








1 


4 


88 


' a 


a 


1 


a 


a 


MMQUAHT 


35 


58 


86 


Ul 


158 


148 


3098 










































TOTAL 


345 


321 


293 


269 


222 


b-1 


4685 




136 


' 302 


585 


271 


147 



125 

124 



ERIC 
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TABL£ 19; BIBLIOGRAPHIC ^RICB MBtWODS 



A; FOR COMPILIHG BIHEJOGRMHIES 





RANK 


RAM 


% 


CVEBfiUi 
RAMC 




1 


2 


3 


used 


of 


mm. 

SEABCH 


122 


129 


57 


72 


609 


40*3 


2 


BMCH OR OFF- 
LIKE SEARCH 


33 


57 


66 


204 


95 


63 


3 


(XJNS 


203 


116 


13 


48 


806 


53«4 


1 


TOTAL 


356 


302 


156 


324 


1510 


100 






nOR AKSWERING QUICK REFE!®)CE QUESTIOWS 
















% 






1 


2 


3 




RAW 
dOORB 


Of 


RANK 


»nMUAL 
SEAICH 


292 


35 


11 


42 


915 


60«4 


1 


fiftlCH OA OFF- 
LINE SEARCH 


4 


20 


92 


264 


-120 


0 


3 


CNLmE 


72 


224 


10 


74 


600 


39«6 


2 


TOTAL 


366 


279 


113 


360 


1515 


100 





OonVGtsioii of rahks into scores 
l^iK 1 « soore 3 Kahk 3 « ac?ore 1 

Rank 2 = soote 2 Not usea - « 



126 



mnmviwm aMm m 







AMfiMSAIMO QUICK ft E FES ECU t Q 


U EST I OMi 




M AM U A L 


orr - LIME 




MAM U A t 


or 


r • LiM 


E 




OM - 


L IMC 
























Men 








OMMll 








Ovnli 












Ml 




IT 










ft 






n 




3«M 


1 




2«3 


3,t0 




41 


SI 


1*34 




to 


194 


7,30 


3 




«0 


m 


3,10 




31 


92 




3 


t* 


li3 


3,f« 


1 


«4 


m 


3.73 




30 


33 


1*10 




4« 


uo 


3,3S 


3 


OIMKIML 


1» 


«« 


3,U 




3 


U 




3 




«« 


3«4e 


ft 


30 




3,70 




7 


13 


1,*« 




li 


41 


3,3i 


3 




73 


153 


Ml 




» 


*] 


IM 


3 


ii 


2m 


3,54 


t 


«3 




3**3 




31 


3f 


1,34 




44 


;31 


3*0S 


3 








3*50 




0 


0 


0 


3 


u 




3,13 


L 


13 


«» 


3,00 




3 


3 


1*00 




If 


37 


3J» 


3 


RBUC UBRW 




i 







« 


i 




3- 


1 


10 


3*50 


a 


3 


21 


3.00 




« 


0 


0 




7 


1< 


3,00 


3 




u 


u 


3.34 










J 


41 


111 


3.5« 


L 


40 


U3 


3,i] 




IS 


19 


1,34 




40 


•» 


3*33 


3 


TOT*L 


JOT 




3,31 








l,7* 


3 


3J1 


*»3 


3,n 


t 


m 





3,«3 




lit 


141 


1,3« 




JOS 


■ #73 "* 


3*30 


3 
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Tj^IE 21: 



SmCa KEQOEST FOIggCTS 











135 


13.6 


mm • 


266 


26.8 


m PERSCK BY WD-^JSER 
mMSELP/HEBSELF 


349 


35.1 


IN PERSON BY QID-USER'S 
REPRESEtTTATIVE 


222 


22.3 


OSSER 


10 


2.2 


MISSING 


12 


1.2 


TOEBL 


994 


100 



ERIC 



129 



-102- 

TftBEJS 22 : 

OCMBINflllCNS OF SEflaCH REgJEgT FOBtftTS 



OOMBINATICNS OF SEftPCH KEQJEST 


FREQUENCY 




By phone & by enflmser himself/ 
herself & by end-user's repre- 
sentative 


178 


46.8 


By E^ione & by end--user himself/ 
herself 


77 


20.3 


By eha-user hiinself /herself 


57 


15.0 


By ena-user himself/herself & 
by ena-user's representative 

r 


35 


9.2 


By phone & by enfl-user himself/ 
herself & by end-user's repre- , 
sentative & other 


5 


1.3 


By nail/telex 


4 


1.1 


By phone 


4 


1.1 


Other 


3 


0.8 


By ena-user 's representative 


2 


0.5 


By end-user hi^iseif/herself & 
by ena-user's representative & 
other 


1 


0.3 


By mail/telex & by end-user's 
repiresentative 


1 


0.3 


By mail/belex & ty phone & 
other 


1 


0.3 


EiTors 


3 


0.8 


Missing 


9 


2.4 


TOTAL 


380 


100% 



130 



ERIC 



O 
> 




8 



i 



3 



O 

o 



g 



o 
o 



58 



CO 



p 

10 



La 



to 



La 
to 



o 



ro 

CO 



0% 



ro 



s 



FRBQteO CP 
OlECKS 



33DOSrRlAL 



IJWiVEBSimf 



PUBLIC UERAIQ 



COTER 



COmEBClAL & 
INDUSTRIAL 



(Including 
Acadonic) 



OIHER 



ro 



-104- 



TAH[£ 24t 



gEBlDftRDIZgj FORMS 



TYPE Cr <»GMa2ATICtt 


SUCK KEOJEST 


SEAFCK EVnUUmOK 


SEAICH OO^y 


'STKEISTJCS 




FHE)QUE»nr 


% 


FBBQIOCY 


% 




% 




49 


45*4 


14 


13.0 


44 


40-7 




32 


42.7 


9 


12.0 


28 


37.3 




6 


27-3 


2 


2-7 


6 


27*3 




70 


75.3 


19 


20.4 


76 


81.7 


ESUaVTIiaNAL 


U 


42.3 


3 


U-5 


13 


50.0 


PUBLIC UERIW 


6 


85-7 


3 


42.9 


7 


100. 


OTHER 


18 


37.5 


6 


12.5 


27 


56.2 


TOTAL 


192 


50.8 


56 


14-7 


201 


53.2 



132 



rm£ 25; 



SEMCH PtCTAWTlOH SEftflCH HOPES ; 
FRBgUPCIES 





?R£PAtUNG IHE SEARCH 


OQNDU:n:illG THE SCARQl 


TlfPE OF ORCyitilZATICM 




OH) J 


1 oiRDCr 1 


tCXMBINED 




t>TPECT 




rcy> 


SOCfGS 




1 ^OP 
LSGQRES 


RAtK 1 


[SCORES 




» cr 

SOOftES 


RACK 


B or 

SCORES 


HANK 


* OF 
SCORES 


HAHK 


OQWERNMENTAL 


39-0 


2 1 


1 15,0 




|46«0 


1 


50* B 


1 


14,7 




34.5 


2 




4B«2 


1 1 


[ loa 




|41,7 


2 


57*B 


1 






31,1 


2 




57*4 


1 I 


1 5*3 




37*3 


2 


6B«2 


1 


4«5 




27*3 


2 


UNIVEFSOT 


30«8 


2 






60«6 


1 


46«6 


2 


4a 




49*3 


1 




46,7 


1 


10«8 




42*5 


2 


55,0 


1 


10*8 




;34*2 


2 


PUBLIC UBRARV 


38,9 


2 


8*3 




57*8 


^ 


1 46«0 


2 


5*4 




4B*6 


1 


OTHER 




38*7 


2 


15,1 




46,2 


1 


53,0 


1 


10,7 




36.3 


2 




sooras 


40,2 




1 11.5 




4B.3 




52,4 




1 9.9 




37,7 








2 1 




3 1 




1 




1 1 




3 




2 



aoOBE COtWEFSICM 

RftMC 1 . SOCHE 3 RM« 2 » SCORE 2 WMK 3 « SOtlUB 1 



ERIC- 
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TftBl£ 26 '. 

OCWftRftTIVE UWZ OF SBtfCH HHi: PATTOTS 





VESOKXisrs 1 




W^SHALL 


(SEARCH) ^ 


TOM. 
% 


ACADEMIC 1 
% 1 


TOfTM- 
% 


% 






52,4 


46.6 


SI,*) 


47,7 




DIHECT 




4,1 


10,2 




>,7 


COMBINED 


37-7 


49,3 


36,2 


41,6 





134 



4 



MODES: DIfFBRQ4CES EOfCEK 
FHEHCH jW Q4GLISH SEARCH 





FPEPAKCNG SEMCHES 


COKXimMG SEARCHES 




DXPGCT 


COMHINH) 




DIRECT 


OQHBINS) 




SOORE 


% CF 


R 
A 

H 

K 


SODFB 


% OP 


R 
A 
N 

K 


SOCRB 


% OF 

sca^ 


R 
A 
N 

K 


SOORE 


% or 

SCORES 


R 
A 
H 
K 


SCOPE 


% OF 
SOQRES 


R 
A 
M 

K 




% OF 

SCORES 


R 
A 
N 

K 


SO0K13S 


SOCRES 


1 msListt 


647 


43.0 


2 


160 


10.6 


3 


697 


46.3 


I 


772 


53.5 


I 


140 


9.7 


3 


531 


36.8 


2 


1 FFEHCH 
1 CEHIERS 


73 


23.8 


2 


45 


17.8 


3 


135 


53.4 


1 


109 


48.5 


1 


26 


10.9 


3 


103 


43.2 


2 


OVERALL 


720 


40.2 


2 


205 


U.5 


3 


832 


43.3 


1 


881 


52.4 


1 


166 


9.9 


3 


634 


21.1 


2 
f 


o 


1 


.3 


5 











SEARCH PREPARflTlOW JtfP SEAIUI HOOEG nflf EXPERiny:E LCVEtg 



THE SEARCH 



CCHDUCTING THE SEABCH 









0CM31NED 






DELiaSWHJ 




CGMDJNED 




Fre- 
quency 


Frequen- 
cy 


Soodre 


<y " 




Plrequen* 


Soore 


Ftequen- 


Score 




SOore 


Ft^qoenn 

cy 


SOore 




SoQtG 


Ftequen- 


Score 


Leas than one 
vear 


41 


103 


15 


3B 


46 


116 


1 


2 


107 


4B 


129 


17 


3B 


37 


U 


1 


2 


103 


1 year 


42 


97 


IB 


35 


50 ^ 


136 


0 


0 


110 


49 


121 


13 


27 


44 


US 


0 


0 


106 


2 years 


67 


171 


IB 


35 


67 


171 


1 


— 

2 


153 


72 


197 


15 


35 


55 


131 


0 . 


0 


142 


3 years 


57 


143 


23 


35 


62 


15B 


0 


0 


142 


60 


170 


16 


31 


53 


118 


0 


0 


12$ 


4 years 


32 


77 


IB 


30 


42 


lOB 


2 


2 


94 


39 


107 


5 


7 


33 


78 


1 


1 


78 


S years 


26 


6B 


11 


16 


2Q 


69 


0 


0 


65 


30 


H3 


5 


11 


21 


46 


0 


0 


56 


More tJian 5 
years 


22 


51 


9 


14 


26 


67 


1 


3 


5B 


24 


64 


8 


15 


23 


51 


0 


0 


55 


CK/EBAIL 


287 


710 


116 


203 


321 


d2S 


5 


9 


729 


322 


871 


79 


164 


267 


607 


2 


3 


669 



137^ 



136 



ERIC 



lftBI£ 29i SEABCH PREgARBtriOH JW SEMCH HOPES BY FOrafTIftL IMMISER FOtUIAnCKS 





PREPARING '[HE SEMCH 


OOMDUCTBIG 1H& SEPXH 








OOHBINED 


OIHER 


Ttotal 


DELESATH)' 


DIRECT 


COMBINED 




i 

! total 




cy 


Score 


Frequen- 
cy 


Sooie 


Fipequen- 

cy 


Score 


cy 


Soote 


frequeicy 






Frequen- 
cy 


Soore 


Frequen- 
cy 


Soore 


i- 1 


Less than 100 


1 

68 


160 


41 


89 


76 


198 


1 


2 


1&6 


75 


200 


36 


86 


60 


140 


1 i 2 

i 


, 172 


101-500 


80 


210 


24 


34 


86 


217 


0 


0 


190 


91 


253 


14 


25 


69 


159 


1 

1 ; a 

1 . 


' 170 

: 


501-1000 


36 


86 


15 


23 


40 


103 


1 


2 


92 


40 


108 


9 


18 


31 


73 


0 r 0 

I 


80 


1001-500( 


44 


106 


18 


32 


50 


131 


1 


3 


113 


54 


143 


9 


16 


41 


9e 


0 0 


104 


SOOWOOOO 


25 


64 


9 


11 


26 


64 


1 


1 


61 


24 


66 


5 


6 


25 


58 


0 0 

1 


54 

L 


.10001-20000 


8 


18 


1 


3 


11 


30 


1 


3 


21 


10 


24 


1 


3 


12 


30 


0 0 




20001 and man 


30 


76 


9 


13 


34 


B6 


0 


0 


73 


32 


86 


6 


12 


31 


73 


0 . 0 

1 1 


69 


OVERALL 


291 


720 


U7 


205 


323 


829 


5 


u 


736 


326 


8B0 


BO 


166 


269 


631 


2 3 


677 



k 

139 ? 

138 

o 

ERIC 



SEAHCa FKEPftRKMCW ATP SEftlCH MTES^Kf CMPGORIES OF ELIGIBLE aiMISERS 







OOfCUCTIMG THE SEPJCH 






DJFBCJ 


CQHBIHQ3 


OIHEH 


Tctal 


DELGGWIH) 


DIRECT 




craER 








SCDTtt 




5goc« 


^Frequen- 
cy 


Soore 


Fi?equen* 
cy 


Score 




Frequen- 
cy 


Soore 


Frequtfi-^ 

cy 


Score 


Frequen- 
cy 


Soore 


Ftequenr 

cy 


Soore 


frequeaJ 


mi ENCKJSER 


98 


227 


43 


70 


119 


313 


3 


6 


263 


109 


287 


24 


4S 


103 


2S0 


1 


2 


237 1 


ONLY 


171 


440 


6S 


U7 


160 


4S2 


2 


3 


416 


166 


518 


47 


100 


146 


336 


1 


1 


382 


OOTER 


19 


4S 


6 


15 


23 


62 


0 


0 


SO 


2S 


67 


7 


16 


19 


43 


0 


0 


SI 


0 VE R A L I 


266 


712 


U6 


202 


322 


627 


S 


9 


731 


322 


872 


76 


161 


269 


629 


2 


3 


670 



140 



141^ 



\ 



lit SERRCH PREfiRHmCM MP SEABCH MCCES BiC OHUME SYgTBC USED ^ 





FRQVl^tlNG TtlE SEAROt 


OOWXTTJIC THE SEARCH 






DIRECT 


CCWINED 


OTHER 


total 


DE££9GAl1H> 


DIRH^T 


OOMBINED 


OTHER 







Prequer^ 

cy 


Saoie 


Frequen- 
cy 


Soote 


cy 


Soote 


Frequen- 
cy 


soore 


cy 

iVr) 


Frequen- 
cy 


Soote 


Frequenr 


Score 


Fi?eguenr 

cy 


Score 


Frequen^ 
cy 


Score 


frequen- 


c«i/at£ 


162 


392 


65 


107 


186 


487 


3 


6 


416 


182 


492 


35 


67 


159 


378 


0 


0 


376 




130 


324 


48 


82 


142 


365 


3 


6 


323 


147 


397 


31 


61 


128 


301 


1 


2 


307 


ORBIT 


235 


584 


81 


129 


255 


657 


5 


9 


576 


260 


710 


50 


93 


213 


499 


2 


3 


525 




166 


407 


55 


82 




492 


4 


7 


414 


450 


518 


26 


43 


163 


383 


0 


0 


379 




693 


1707 


249 


400 


772 


2001 


15 


28 


1729 


779 


2U7 


142 


264 


663 


1561 


3 


5 


1587 



143 



142 



tmE 32 ; PfiEEftRKTISOH JttD SEMCH ^P0e5 Kf SEftRCH HfTOMPIAtttf^ JOB SPECIfiUZKnCM t; 







C0tiXJCFlN3 1T£ SEMCH 


0£I£GNIID 




OOMBINED 


dHER 


Total 




DIRECT 




OTHER 


total 


Ft«quen- 


Sock 


Prsquen- 




Ftequeft- 


Score 




SoQce 


frequency 


Ftequen- 

qr 


Score 


Fiequen- 

qr 


Score 


Fi«guen- 

qr 


Scofe 


Frequen" 

qr 


Soore 


fpot^uenc 
cy 
(*^) 


QIUME SEUCK 
SPBCTALISTS 


38 


94 


15 


Z9 


43 


Z09 


3 


5 


99 


43 


Z17 


8 


Z3 


38 


84 


0 


0 


89 


SEARQI 


167 


462 


56 


77 


209 


542 


2 


2 


456 


210 


577 


28 


43 

A 


179 


417 


0 


0 


417 


SFBCIALIStS 


142 


3S0 


62 


102 


152 


384 


1 


2 


357 


ZS6 


419 


40 




74 


132 


306 


0 


0 


328 




367 


906 


135 


196 


404 


1035 


6 


9 


912 


409 


U13 


76 


Z30 


349 


807 


0 


0 


834 



144 



145 



TABLE 33: 



SEABCH PBEPftBftfdOM fltP SEftfcH MOOES BY SEftlCH IHTEEMEPIMaf 'S SOBJECT SPECIAUZftTIOM 





PREPUOHG THE SBABCH 


comcnm the search ^ 




DIRECT 


OOMBINS) 




total 
^) 






COMBINED 




total 
cy 


cy 


Soon 


Frequen* 

cy 


Score 


FcequefV' 

cy 


Scots 


Ptequen- 

cy 


Soor% 


cy 


Soore 


cy 


Soore 


Frequen- 
cy 


Soore 


JFtequei>5cope 

cy 


9UBJQCT 


135 


334 


56 


85 


157 


398 


2 


2 


350 


158 


423 


38 


67 


129 


299 


0 0 


335 




184 


457 


58 


86 


199 


515 


3 


G 


444 


• 207 


5G4 


33 


59 


175 


412 


0 0 


415 


OVERALL 


319 


791 


U4 


171 


256 


913 


5 


8 


794 


365 


967 


71 


12G 


ao4 


711 


0 i 0 


740 



146 



i 

147 













n 
















<mat 








tort 


tot** 






soon 




























t 6f 


MB* 














%«f 

DOM 








%«f 










«n 


45. « 


1 


17 


. 


10.0 


3 


110 


M3 


44. « 


2 


3 




0.3 




303 


140 


344 


J7.3 


1 


n 


il 


10.« 


3 


1« 


2» 


17.3 


3 


3 


3 


0.4 


4 


U4 




11* 








M 


41 




3 






«f.3 


1 


0 


0 


0. 




m 


103 


344 


31.1 


1 


44 


73 


(.§ 


3 


lU 


lOO 




3 


3 




o.i 


4 


atr 


It^KL OC*f 


41 


IOC 


33. « 




U 


3S 


1«.« 


3 


4« 


lis 


£1.0 


1 


0 




0 






30 


M 




2 


33 


43 


14.7 


3 


4t 


1» 


4.4 


1 


1 


1 


0.4 


4 


ICf 




( 


u 


«!.« 




1 


1 


10.3 


3 


« 


« 


4fl.3 


1 


0 


i 


0 




11 


« 


13 


€9.2 


1 


1 


3 




3 


( 


14 


33.1 


3 


0 


4 


0 


4 H 


11 




»0 




41.1 


3 


71 


1(1 


1K( 


3 




«ii 




1 


2 


3 


0. 




441 


345 






1 


114 


300 




3 


317 


m 


11 .c 


3 




A 


0.5 


4 


lU 



148 



ERIC 



TftBEE 35: m^SER OF SEARCH IWlEBMEPIftRIES 



HtMQt CP 
TSMDIARIES 




TOTAL 




TYPE CP OfiGfiNKATION 


OCVERNHEWTAL 


INDOSnOAL 


OOKdClAL 


mivERsm 


auZRTK^ 




CTOER 


0 


39 


0 


10.3 


13 


10 


4 


4 


2 


0 


6 


1 


120 




31,6 


37 


31 


8 


' 21 


5 


0 


17 


2 


99 


198 


26.1 


25 


18 


6 


30 


8 


0 


12 


3 


52 


15€ 


13.7 


13 


12 


1 


14 


3 


3 


6 


4 


21 


84 


5,5 


6 


2 


1 


6 


2 


2 


2 


i 


14 


70 


3,7 


2 


0 


2 


7 




1 


2 


S 


15 


90 


3*0 


6 


1 


0 


1 




0 


1 


7 


5 


S5 


1,3 


3 


0 


0 


2 


0 


0 


0 


8 


4 


32 


la 


1 


1 


0 


1 


0 


1 


0 < 


9 


1 


9 


0.3 


0 


0 


0 


1 


0 


0 


0 


10 


3 


30 


0«8 


0 


0 


0 


2 


0 


0 


1 


11 


2 


22 


■',5 


1 


0 


0 


1 


0 


0 


0 


14 


2 


28 


0«5 


1 


0 


0 


0 


0 




1 


16 


1 




0*J 


0 


0 


0 


1 


0 


0 


0 


18 


1 




0.3 


0 


0 


0 


1 


0 


0 




0 


20 


X 


20 


0.3 


0 




0 


1 


0 


0 


0 




380 


928 


100*0 


108 


75 


22 


93 


26 


7 


48 



o 1'50 
ERIC 
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SEftRCH INrg^Wa)IARlES! DISTRIBUTION BY TVTE OF 0RGftHI2ATJ0N 



*TOE OF OfiGANlZM'IOK 


tWmm OF BnEFMEDIARIES 


lOTAL NUHBER 


AVERAGE 


MODE 


MI^IAH 


NUWER OF CENTERS 
RHORTING mo 
ItrTEmEDtARY 


% 




250 


2.31 


1 


3 


13 


12,0 


INDUSTRIAL 


125 


1.66 


1 


2 


10 


13,3 ^ 


COfGCIAL 


37 


1,68 


1 


2 


4 


18*2 


UNIVERSm 


304 


3*27 


2 


4 


4 


0,4 


QXCKTlCmL 

* 


lA 


2.85 


2 


4 


2 


7,7 


FUHUC UBKAKIES 


30 


4,29 


3 


4 


0 


0 




lOS 


2«02 


1 


3 


6 


12,5 


0 V E R A L L 


92S 


2.42 


1 


3 


39 

■ 


10,3 1 
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ERIC 
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TftB[£ 37; SEftROi IMTEJMEDIftKtESi JOB SPBdAUZATION 





ONLINE SEMOl 






ItnERHa>IARI£S 


Frequency 


%' 




% 


Frequency 


% 


0 


293 


77.1 


■ ' 

uo 


28.9 


166 


43.7 


1 


30 


7.9 


108 


28.4 


105 


27.6 


2 


10 


3*0 


51 


13*4 


46 


12.J 


3 


3 


0.3 


21 


5.5 


7 


1.8 


4 






U 


2.9 


5 


1.3 


5 






12 


3.2 


2 


0.5 


6 


2 


0*3 


IS 


3.9 






7 






1 


0.3 






8 






2 


0.5 


2 


0.5 


9 








0.3 






10 








0.3 


2 


0.5 


11 








0.3 


1 


0.3 


12 








0.3 







18 








0.3 






20 








0.3 








43 


U.3 


44 


U*6 


44 


U.6 




380 


100.0 


380 


100.0 


380 


XOO.O 



153 



-lie 



Tftm £_ 38 : SEftRCH IWEBKEDlARIESt JOB 

SPJEClPLtZkTlM 

(BY r^PE OF OflGflKIZKnON) 



TYPE CP ORGANlZA:^Grf 


CHUNE SEMOl SPECIALISTS 


SEARCH 
9PBClALIgrS 


NCW- 


TOiaL 






% 




% 


MJHEO 


% 






9.8 


140 


56.9 


82 


33«3 


246 


INDUSTRIAL 


8 




65 


53,3 


49 


40,2 


122 




a 


0 


20 


54a 


17 


45,9 


37 


UtUVDSXTY 


21 


6.9 


204 


67,1 


79 


26.0 


304 


EBOCAXIONAL 


0 


0 


59 


79,7 


15 


20*3 


74 


HJBLIC LIBRARY 


1 




27 


90,0 


2 


6*7 


30 


OTHER 


IX 


9*6 


45 


39,1 


51 


44*3 


1X5 


OVERAIL 


65 


7*0 


560 


60.3 


295 


31,8 


928 



154 



-119- 



SjflRCH IN!nCTMH>IfiRlESf SUBJECT SPECIATiT7iftTTCt4 



OP SEARCH 


SUBJECT SPECIALISrS 


GQJEFALlSrS 


IWmWEMAHIES 




ft 






0 




43*2 


*-M t 


28*2 


1 




24*5 




^D*o 


2 


AO 


6.8 




X/* 1 


3 




3*9 




D* J 


4 


8 


2*1 


IF 


3*9 


5 


6 


1*6 


9 




6 


9 


2*< 


2 


0*5 


7 


2 


' 0*5^ 


3 


0*8 


8 


2 


0*5 


1 


0*3 


9 


1 


0*3 


2 


0*5 


10 


2 


0*5 






U 


2 


0*5 


1 


0*3 


12 






1 


0*3 


14 


1 


0*3 






18 










20 


1 


0*3 








48 


12*6 


48 


X2*6 


OVERftlX 


380 


100*0 


380 


100.0 



J 55 



-120- 



2ABI£J0! SEftRCH IKIEtMEDIMmrg ; 

suBncT spsciftusmow 
{Bi T£PE OF onsvmzwnoo 



TVPE OP ORnUTrTATTrM 






Frequency 


% 


Frequency 


% 




116 


48*3 


124 


51*7 


INCUSTRIAL 


37 


30 *a 


83 


69,2 




8 


22-2 


28 


77*8 




165 


S4«3 


139 


45*7 


EDUCATIONAL 


43 


58«1 


31 


41-9 


PtMJC LIBRhRy 


6 


20*0 


24 


80*0 




45 


42*1 


62 


57-9 


OVERALL 


420 


45-4 


491 


52,9 



i56 

ERIC 



TftBUE 41; 



PROtORTIOM IN miCH SUBJECT SPBCIftUgr SgRBCH IWiaMDIfllgES OCfCXT 



ONUHE MARCHES IM TOEIR CWI SPB:iALm 





Tree cr ORGRmzATrw 




GOUEfWOQAL 


IHDUSTRIAIf 


OMGCJUL 






PtlBOC 
' UBBARY 






AIMY5 


5 


4 


0 


7 


0 


1 


7 


24 


HOer CF THE TUC 


24 


15 


1 


26 


8 


1 


5 


92 


SOMETIMES 


16 


10 


3 


15 


2 


0 


5 


51 




5 


1 


1 


3 


0 


0 


2 


12 


CANNOT TELL 


3 


1 


0' 


0 


1 


0 


1 


6 


OVERALL 


53 


31 


5 


53 


u 


0 


20 


175 


FIRST TmtEE QPnGNS 
TOOEflHER 


45 


29 


4 


50 


10 


2 


17 


157 


% 


85*0 


93*5 


eo«o 


94 «3 


91*0 


100 


65*0 


69*6 



J57 





BY tVIS OF OBGAHIZKaai 














IHDUSnUAL 








fUSLJC 

T.TRRallV 








L 








A 




1 


Fttti 












SDfmnVGS TOR ALL^JVH 


222 


29.8 


1 


S9 


30.1 


40 


30«4 


11 


34.4 


63 


26.0 


16 


42.1 


6 


33«3 


26 


1 

32«1 


smnvES CN£ OR A FE(r 

^KHVn In 1 r ri fl^i TO 


91 


12.2 


S 


24 


12«2 


IS 


11.1 


4 


12«5 


34 


J^.O 


3 


7.9 


1 


5*3 


10 


12«3 




12S 


16.8 


3 


36 


18.4 


18 


13.3 


3 


9.4 


48 


19.8 


3 


7-9 


5 


13«2 


10 


26*3 


BIXS ARE Ol M) 


119 


16.0 


4 




14.3 


21 


15.5 


7 


21.9 


48 


19.8 


5 


13.2 


2 


11.1 


8 


»«9 


rOML TFVUNIMS BY DA^TA BASE 
SEARCH INTCEmiAiaES 


175 


23.6 


2 


47 


24.0 


3S 


28.1 


6 


18.7 


46 


19.0 


10 


26.3 


3 


16.7 


24 


29.6 


0 T H E r» 




1.6 


6 


2 


1.0 


3 


2.2 


1 


3«1 


3 


1.2 


1 


2.6 


0 


0 


2 


2.5 


TOTAL 


744 


100 




m 


100 


13S 


100 




100 


242 


100 


38 


100 


18 


100 


81 


100 



158 




Arc i^oucii if)tt*mtK(iari<>fl Lrrtitixl to ustr all 



vA4fiLi4^- oniirE ^^tuiB»r 




% 


Ifcs, All inteniedi^t^ are 


207 




Vesi stjne int^niaJiarieH are 


93 


a. 6 




42 




Ctuwiot tell 


Z 


0>S 



scATch tntennedUrted equally use ^1 
otaiAe systm on Khich Uiey hftve beca trdined? 





Firiequency 


% 


res 




43. L 






37.0 


Cannot tell 


23 


8.0 



CO 
I 



Bwia of MUDch apaci^iiiat jon 



BY TyPE OF 0B3Wiavri€W 











tJWivEnsm 






QT H C B 


be/She Jearm one syaton and 
corducU all Mon^ties on that 
sysUm 


Frequency 


% 


P 


% 


P 


% 


P 


% 


F 


% 


P 


% 


P 1 % 


P 


% 


23 


17»2 




' 13.2 


3 


15.0 


1 


14.9 


12 


24.0 


0 


0 


1 


25.0 


1 


10.0 


He/she loams one or a few data 
bases tati ocvducts an^ aearth on 
that {these) aata ba9e{8> on 
whatever syst^ 


2e 


20.9 


9 


23.7 


6 


30.0 


2 


28.6 


9 


18.0 


1 


».o 


0 


0 


1 


10.0 


He/she speoUlite^ In a aiseipLiite 
(subject area) and learns Miatever 
systanfs) aitl data baseCs) ittoesea- 
ry to atleqfuately cover that area 


51 


38. L 


14 


36.8 




25>0 


2 


28.6 


23 


46>0 


3 


GO.O 


1 


25.0 


3 


3O.0 


OTHER 


32 


23.8 


10 


26.3 


6 


30>0 


2 


28.6 


6 


12.0 


1 


»*o 


2 


50.0 


5 


50.0 


TOTAL 


134 


LOO 


38 


100 


20 


100 


7 


100 


50 


100 


5 


100 


4 


100 


in 


100 



ERIC ^ 
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TABLE -iA: Pfl£-SE?JCH ACTIVITIES; FRBQlflJCy itfJ) SOOfg DISnUHrnctl 









DQCIDE 


ASSIST 





no tm Doj 

OR 1 

PACTIClt^TS 1 


ASSl^ 




ASSIST 


DGCIOe 4 ASSIST 
& EXFIAI» 






Selccttcn of cnlijnc Marching 4S cmc way 
of obtaining needed ijifonoation 


HI 


777 


130 


340 


13 


13 


8 


-s* 


54 


324 


2 


10 


11 


33 


17 


<B 


1409 


12 








113 



326 


16 


H 


16 


-112 


50 


300 


2 


10 


9 


27 


15 


6C 


1332 


13 


Seiecrcion of node of searctiing; delfl9^tedj 
direct or otjibined 


194 


i3se 


69 


138 


10 ■ 


10 


21 


-147 


34 


204 


0 


0 


2 


6 


6 


24 


1S93 


8 


Selftction of t^ppKogtiAt^ data basefsj 


194 


1358 


76 


153 




1 


10 


-70 


42 


252 


4 


20 


2 


< 


7 


28 


1747 


5 


Selection of cnlij« 9ystm{B) 


351 


1757 


31 


62 




1 


28 


-146 


19 


114 


1 


5 


1 


3 


4 


16 


1812 


3 


Question fomdatioa ^nd elfiboration 


99 


6W 


1X7 


274 




1 


7 


-49 


74 


444 


0 


0 


5 


15 


11 


44 


1428 


11 


search strat«gv formuldtioo: selection of 


136 


883 


117 


234 




J 


7 


-49 


69 


411 


0 


0 


4 


12 


10 ' 


40 


153^i 


9 


search etretegy formulation: selection of 
search tenne 


132 


854 


1 tsi 






2 




— 


89 


534 


1 


5 


3 


9 


10 


40 


1644 


6 


scftTCh strategy fom^lation: expansion 
of search vocabulary 


130 


910 


106 


212 




1 


5 


-35 


82 


492 


1 


5 


2 


6 


9 


36 


1<27 


7 


Search strategy fornttlation: selection of 
ddditicwl access points 


190 


1330 


75 


150 




3 


a 




47 


282 


2 


10 


2 


6 


9 


36 


1761 


4 


Search strategy fotnwlaticn: selection of 
search logic 


212 


1484 


63 


126 




2 


8 


-56 


41 


246 


1 


5 


1 


3 


8 


32 


1037 


2 


Soarch strdtegy fomulation: restrictions 
and other limiting devicos 


112 


7fl4 


123 


246 




5 


9 


-6J 


72 


432 


0 


0 


4 


12 


11 


44 


1460 


l<i 


Use of printed aids; user ntonuals^ th?~ 
saiiri, dictionairiGs 


219 


1533 


49 






4 


9 


-63 


44 


264 


1 


5 


2 


6 


8 


32 


1379 


1 


0 V E B A L L 


Score 


2070 


M539 


U86 


2372 


64 


64 




-966 


717 


4302 


15 


75 


AB 


144 


125 


500 


210J0 




i of scores 


67 


■ J 


10, 


8 






0 


19.6 


0.3 


0.6 


2,3 





t 







*CTlVfTT 








tn 


ie 

11 


1 

ll 


1 

% ■ 

II 




tl 


1 

1 


1 


1 


1 

11 


j 

J 




fl.. 




l! 

h 

h 


! 


p c 

Ii 
ll 




u 


1 


l! 

ll 
III 


if 


ih 


t 








t 




t 










1 . 


t 




t 


1 




1 


t 




t 




* 


1 


t 


1 




1 




M 




m 




m 






«).» 


»tl 


Tl.« 


tn 


t».l 






«i) 




111 


l»il 


43* 




ITS 


11 


194 


n.l 


m 






n.o 




M.I 






Ml 


m 




m 




)lf 


T4.I 


IK 








301 


«*.l 




Tl.l 


») 


10. a 




n.i 


m 


iiti 


]M 


l».T 


HI 


tl.1 


M) 


M.I 


4»ll 


rtt.l 




U 




in 


i».t 


n 


D.t 


1)0 




III 


>0.l 


11 


TLO 


V) 




n 


«l.l 


M 


««.i 


•t 


10.1 


n 


1^1 


IM 


ll.l 


IT 


IM 


101 


iO.l 


mi 


fl.l 


utivnvtrrr 


m 


«l« 


n7 


«).) 


M« 


41.1 


m 




m 








m 




111 


»l.6 


3i» 


»i.i 


m 


D.I 






)t« 


M.I 


111 


»l.^ 


4M 


10.1 


l»H 








1«J 




n.i 


111 


«t.« 








n.) 




TT.i 


m 




M 


H.I 


13* 


115. T 




M.I 


110 


ftfkO 


IK 


10. T 


IM 


M.I 




11 .» 


11)1 


n.i 


tsmn 




<* 


» 




It 


V.l 












100 






11 


«).) 


41 




i» 


ll.l 


10 




41 




41 


1).' 


II 


10.0 




ft. A 


orni^ It 


41 










5«.« 




54-1 


i» 


n.i 


iTt 




IM 




113 


Tl.l 


lU 




ai 


tl.t 




lOit) 




».i 


i*l 






iO.) 


















61.1 


l««( 


Il.t 






l>» 




l«tt 








IDT 1 Tl«l 


ii» 


Tl.l 






IK4 




I4fl| M. 


1 

INI 1 ll.l 


MIK 








ft « tt K 


1 


1 


3 


■ • 












I 


1 


1 


1 


) 


* 1 ' 1 


1 





^ ten »> lo^ iiirtt 1 .«-n«lttv' ln»lv««t/futmv 



i 




ACTIVITY 


S C 0 R e 




IVpe of or^ani^^ition 
^AKre search IntonnsttiA- 
ries nnst auconctious 


type of organ izatiof) 
Where search iT^ettmsdi^** 
ri£S are leoa autoraioB 


£i£l«ctla) Of CDliic' Marching as one t«y 


61.6 


12 


OoMiclal (85. 7» 


Govtenmental (42.^9) 


Selection of AUitityial vppto&diM 


61.1 


13 


Canercial (77.8) 


Univeraity (42.2) 


Seloctlon of node c£ midiingi delegattidi 
direct or cnt4>lned 


71 


8 


CotTfnercl&I 195.2) 


Othex (56.5) 


Sftl«ction of api^cQpriAte dabs baM(s) 


76.6 


5 


B^^Uooal (91.3) 


university (60^4) 1 




77.6 ' 


J 


Public Libr^ (100) 


other (60.2) 1 


Option fbrnutation ^ eUhoration 


65.7 


11 


Bducational (74.5) 


University ^7^6) 1 


of oono«sptfl 


65.3 


9 


IndudtriM (70.2) 


university (51.6) 1 


of search t^nre 


74.4 


6 


Public <B5.7) 


University (59.2) 1 


of search vocabulary 


724.4 


7 


Public libr^ (91.8) 


y 

University (63.6) 1 


Sea^lc^ strate^ foniiiiati<:>n; jjeloctlon of 
ftdditional £iccess points 


77.S 


4 


Q^atlonai \87.(3) 


University (65.7) 1 


Soarch strataqy f<:HmulaUoni sel^ion 
of search logic 


82.1 


2 


Pi4>Uc Library (98.0) 


University (54.9! 1 


Search ttr«togy foRnilaticni i^tricUcns 
and other Limiting devices 


66^7 


10 


Public Library (03.7) ' 


university (51.3) 1 


Use of priDt«d aldai user manualsi 
thefiaurir dictionaries. 


84.9 


1 


t^jblic Library (98.0) 


(Aiiversity (70.4) 1 


OVERALL 


6U.0 


2 


PtJjlic Library (7<J.O) 


University (57.4) 1 


H* 335 


Indoscria (78.8) 





18G 



4 





4 




TOD 








ASSIST 


EXPLAIN 


00 NCrr DO 

OB PABTICTOTE 




ItClVE 
& EXPLAIN 


QCPXAIK 




& DCPUOl 


VSSIS? 
f 


SCOPE 


R A S K 

\ 
\ 






cy 


Score 
(7f) 


Frequen- 
cy 


SooEe 
(2f) 




score 
(If) 


Frequen- 
cy 


Score 

{-m 


Frequen- 
cy 


Score 

m 


Frequen- 
cy 


Spora 
(5f) 


Frequen- 
cy 


Score 
(3f) 


cy 


Score 
Hf) 




294 ~ 


Vow 


li 


26 




S 


5 


-3S 


S 


"30 ^ 




20 


0 


0 


7 


28 


2132 


S 


Search protocols: WXX^/WOiXfF 


306 


213S 


9 


18 




4 


S 


-3S 


3 


18 




25 


0 


0 


3 


12 


2177 


1 


KeybOAiUing (opera dj^ tlie teminal) 


302 


21H 


10 


20 




3 


s 


-3S 


7 


42 




20 


0 


0 


3 


12 


2176 


2 


Consulting online dictionari-es/thc^uri 


2S4 


1778 


29 


58 




2 


17 




23 








0 


0 


6 


24 


1896 


7 


Oofisulting pcJjited dictionari^/thcsaurj. 


216 


1S12 


47 


94 




1 


IS 


-lOS 


46 


276 


4 


20 


0 


0 


c 

3 


£\J 


1818 


10 


Oonsuiting user jnanuals t£6r systen or 
data base Ijfifonnacion) 


293 


20S1 


16 


32 




1 


s 


-3S 


3j 


66 






0 


0 


s . 


20 


2150 


4 


SsAtdi cmrnands 9eX*iCtion ard use 


293 


2051 


13 


36 


0 


0 


4 


-28 


10 


60 




20 


A 

u 


V 




9a 
*v 


2159 


3 


Ituncatiort 


258 


1806 


31 


62 


0 


0 


7 


-49 


28 


168 


3 


IS 


1 


3 


6 


24 


2029 


6 


fteview search history 


237 


16S9 


34 


e$ 


3 


3 


21 


-147 


32 


19i 




15 


Q 


Q 


3 


12 


1602 


11 


outfiut £6 mats ajd CQftta^ts 


190 


1330 


68 


136 


3 


3 


7 


-49 


47 


292 




40 




3 


10 


40 


1785 


12 


On-line a d ctff-liw printij^g 


186 


1302 


69 


138 


3 


3 


3 


-21 


S7 


342 




30 


1 


3 


9 


36 


1833 


9 


M?di^in: search strategy 


ise 


1106 


79 


158 


0 


0 


6 


-42 


7S 


450 




30 


1 


3 


8 


32 


1737 


13 


Use of SI 3cial systi 
searching 


m features J sane 
?eanii, full text 


260 


1820 


27 


S4 


1 


1 


20 


-140 


14 


84 




2S 


0 


0 


7 


28 


1372 


8 




SCXDE 


3246 


22732 


4S0 


900 


26 


26 


120 


-840 


3S8 


2148 


S8 


290 


4 


12 


77 


308 






OVERALL 


% of SOORS 


83.9 


3.S 


oa 


0 


8H 


la 


0 


1*2 


2SS66 





to 
J 

16'7 168 



ERIC 



ERIC 



I 



o 



I 



1"^ 



Si 

9 



MTlfll/ttwaUtl 



4nl UM 



Mvtw With himy 



•dl. Atrln^Hu^. full 



3 



-an- 
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TftBIl: 49: SERtCH flCTIViriES: SUMWIg 





SOOflE 


RANK 


type of or- 
gaimaticn 
iln which In- 
tennediar- 
iBinost in- 


Type of crgani" 
zaticvt in which 
intenaediary is 
less involved. 


Ocnnunications procedtares 






volved. 


Govenmental 
(83.4) 


91.2 


5 


Public XihK 
rv (100) 


Search protocols; UX>WACPC~ 
OFF Procedures 


93.1 


1 


P^iblic 
Library 
(100) 


cotmercial 
(84.9) 


Key&oardij)g (Operate the terminal 


93.0 


2 


Public 
Library 
(100) 


Ocnmercial 
(84.9) 


Consulting online dictionaries/ 
thesauri 


61.5 


7 


PubUc 
Ubrai7 
(100) 


Governmental 
(72.8) 


Gonsultir^g printed dictionaries/ 
thesauri 


77.7 


10 


Public 
Library 
(100) 


Utiiversity 
(69.8) 


consulting user inanuals (for 
system or base ijif o^nt^tioD) 


91.9 


4 


Public 
(lOO) 


Coimercial 
(73.8) 


S^ch cocttnands selection and 
use 


92.3 


3 


Public 


Coimsrcidl 
(8-1.9) 


Truncation 




6 


Public 
f98.&) 


Ccntnercial 


. Review search history 


77.0 


11 


Industrial 
(88.1) 


Gbvenmental 
(69.3) 


Output formats and contents 


76.4 


12 


Ocnmercial 


Pitolic 
Library 

iSTJJ 


CK-Line and Off-line printing 


76.6 


9 


Industrial 
(91.6) 


University 
(67.0) 


Modifying search strategy 


74.4 


13 


Public 


University 
(68.2) 


Use of special systan features!, 
save search, sdi, stringseardi, 


80.1 


a 


Educational 
(98.1) 


i?:3.i) 
Com^cial (73.8) 


OVERALL 


84.2 


1 


Ind^t|ial 
Putolic 


University 
(79.8) 




Library {91 


3) 



333 



171 



t 

W 
O 



1 


SEARCH BCTBWDIARiaS* JHVOLVMHT 








DO NOT DO OR 
MmCIPAlE 






ASSIST t 


ASSIST 4 f^XPUOH 


SOOK 


KAMI 




at) 




f2f) 


cy 


SCXWft 

(If) 




Sooce 
(-7f) 




m 


frequen- 
cy 


Scot* 
(5f) 


cy 


Ot) 


Ftwquen^ 


Sooi* 
C4f) 


Aeceptici> of off-lli* prinU 


264 


1B48 


27 


54 


4 


4 


IB 


-126 


16 


96 


1 


5 


3 


U 


2 


e 


1901 


1 


mt6»t oDomenti or evaluAtion of 
seatch output 


69 


S23 


B4 




32 


32 


65 


-455 


SO 


300 


5 


25 


5 


15 


4 


16 


724 


4 


Identlflcatiori Atd loc«itlctf> of ti^ovant 
retriflvad doorent* 


110 


770 


73 


w 


47 


47 


45 


-315 


39 


234 


0 


0 


10 


30 


11 


44 


9S6 


2 


p£Ovi3i<yi of (gettl^) rekvant 


i2e 




64 


128 


39 


39 


61 


-427 


2e 


16e 


2 


10 


6 


IB 


6 


24 


956 


3 


Online entering of reUvant 
retrieved dooinents 


144 


looe 


36 


72 


13 


13 


115 


-BOS 


22 


132 


2 


10 


1 


3 


1 


4 


437 


5 


Examining dccwents and cMtrHactin? 
pertinent Infomvition f ton tlusvi 


29 


303 


5$ 


in 


24 


24 


192 


*1344 


25 


150 


0 


0 


3 


9 


6 


24 




6 


OVERALL 


800RE 


764 


534e 


340 




159 


159 


m 


-3472 


leo 


loeo 


10 


50 


2e 


07 


30 


120 


' 4052 




% of SOQfSS 


7U1 


9*0 


2a 


0 


U.4 


0*7 


1.1 





173 



172 



ERIC 



TOSLE 51; ' POglVSEfiBCH ACTmiTIES \ SCOFiE DlgrRimiCW m TYPE OT* aTiRMIZATIOH 







ACTIVTriES 










% 

1 








1 

■§ 


1 

il 
2 












1 


i! 






TYPE 




MAXUW SCORE 








o 

1-1 










fl) 5 


















OF 






















^ ' 












i- 








M 


BY /vcTivrrY 




o 




1$ 




1 




U-l ^ 

0 0 










•0 


































* 




















g 




g o 




1 




fi 




0 *■ 




a 






TOTAL 










r 


s 


i 3 




1 




II 


CO 

§ 


ttl 


I 
















































% of sc£u:<:h 










s 


% 


s 


% 


S 




% 


S 


% ' 


S 






s 


% 






OOVERl^MEKrAL 


95 


570 




498 


87.4 


154 


27.0 


308 


54*0 


317 


55*6 


153 


26.8 


-160 


15*3 


1430 


41*8 


INDUSTMAL 


61 


366 




376 


88a 


150 


41.0 


227 


62*0 


292 


79*8 


172 


47.0 


-56 


17*6 


1217 


55.4 


COWEICIAL 


18 


108 




121 


96*0 


87 


80.5 


86 


79*6 


90 


83.3 


92 


85*2 


-19 


71*4 


476 


73.4 




88 


52a 




479 


90*7 


131 


24*8 


68 


12*9 


-52 


-9*8 


-61 


-11-5 


-377 


■50*7 


678 


21*4 ' 




23 


138 




153 


95»0 


102 


73*9 


108 


78*3 


70 


50*7 


32 


23*2 


-70 


-76*2 


465 


56*2 


PUBLIC LlB=y«lY 


7 


42 




25 


59*5 


5 


9*5 


4 

' 22 


52*4 


20 


47 *« 


-10 


-23*8 


-32 


-43,2 


72 


28*6 


0 T ll B R 


42 


252 




239 


94*(J 


89 


35.3 


136 


54.0 


128 


50.8 


33 


21*0 


-109 


-43*7 


$45 


42.7 


OVERALL 


334 


2004 




1891 


87.3 


718 


41*7 


955 


56-2 


917 


52-5 


502 


29-0 


-823 


-16*5 


4983 


45.6 




^ M K 






1 


4 


2 


3 


5 


6 





S* Score % of search intern^iary involv^nejit/ Miirter of respondents h* 

autoncwy }iJ 



o 174 

ERIC 



175 
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176 



"tftBLE 53 : . DEGREES OF SEARCH INIEmEDIfiRy'S JWOLVEHEMT/ AtTTOrtCWy JW 

wum ACTIVITIES? summ 





% or SEARCH IHTEPMEDIARVS flUTCfOiy 


TyPE OF ORQVNiZKnCN 


PHE-SEARCH 


AcnvrriEs 


POSI^SEAPCH 

AcnviriEs 


TOTAL 




64 .9 


79<4 


Si 


62*0 


INDOSmAL 


78.8 


91.5 


55.4 


75.2 


OOMiEICIAL 


11*4 


62.2 


73*4 


11*1 




57*4 


79.8 


21*4 


Sl,9 


EDOCATIOTAL 


78.1 


92.5 


56.2 


75*6 


PUBLIC LIBKRRV 


79,0 


91.3 


28.6 


66*3 


OTHER 


€9.7 


88.2 


42*7 


66-9 


TOTAL 




84.2 


45.6 


65.9 


% or TOTAL 

INvoLVE^Ewr 


34.3 


42.6 


23.1 
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Tms 54 : TO TOaaaL activities: . safRpy 

f' ■ 





1 

/criVm (SEAKH EtElATED) 


Percentage of 
service centers 
^re !nost in- 
terrjjdiaries 
are involved 


Rank 


Type of otganizatiori 
on where Inteonadia- 
ries are most invo> 


Type of or- 
9ani2ation 
where inter- 
mediaries 
are less 
involved. 






searching 


75.3 


1 


Public Library 
(100) 


Oration 
(56.5) 




Systan description: hew each 
system operates 


47.7 


4 


Public Ubdrary 
(71.4) 


C^Tmercial 
(22,2) 


Datd base description: subject 
bud document covei'age 


73.6 


2 


University 
(92,8) 


Coimercinl 
(55,5) 




Manual search description; how 
to use corres^pondiDg printed 
a::^e«e& end abstracts 


65,3 


3 


University 
(91-6) 


Public 
Lihcary 
(42, 9j 




Data base ijnd€^xlj>g policy and 
vocabulary coverage 


38,6 


7 


University 
(59,5) 


Ccmnercial 
(11,1) 




System cost stxucture 


40,7 


6 


I\hblic Library 
(85,7) 


COKnercidl 
(27,8) 




i 

Uical cost structure arri policy 
■1 1 n 


46.2 


5 


Public Library 
(85.7) 


Gcnnie.:^ial 
(27,8) 




55.4 




University 
(7U3) 


Ccnmerciai 
(37.3) 





i29 



178 
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TABLE 56: 



EMMJSERS' WHL AND ABIUIY 'TO CCMDUCT TH FIR 
(m CMJNB SBAPCHES 



W3UID HO-USERS BE WICJLING TO COHDUCT THEIR OWW 
ONtJNE SEaRCHES? 





FREQUENCY 


PEROafERGE 


YES 


72 


18.9 


NO 

CAMJOT TEU. 


150 
121 


39.4 
31.9 








MISSING 


37 

1 


9.8 



COMERRro TO SEARCH INTERMEDIARIES'^ THEIR RESUUS WCXSLD BE: 



ERIC 





FREQUENCY 


PERCEKTAGE l 


i 

BETTiER 


25 


6.6 




SAME 


85 


' 22T3" 




' POORER 


112 ' 


29.'^ 




CANNOT TELL 


120 


31.6 




MISSING 


38 


10.0 


1 



r 



™^ 55i lUTORIAL ACTIViriESi FBEgJEtO DlgTRlBUTOCtf EY TYPE OF QtCftHmflTm 



TUTOREAL JCnVITIES 



geaioch related 



' Oieneral descriptlrat of online searchij^g 



Sjfirttjn dcdcrlptioni ho*/ «ch sy5t)Cm operates 



D4ta Bade description: subject aid docui^t 



lYPE OF ORGAKIZATKM 



Owenmenbal 



67 



42 



64 



♦ % 



72.0 



45.2 



Industrial 



41 



66.8 



36 



69,5 



Comnercial 
13 



11 



44.1 4 



61.0 



10 



61,1 



22.2 
55,5 



University 



77 



47 



77 



86.5 



5t 4 



92.8 



Biucational 



13 



13 



56.5 



39.1 



56.5 



P*±fllc Library 
l«> 23 



100 



71. 



85,7 



OTHER 
K». 40_ 



32 



24 



36 



80.0 



60.0 



so.o 



TOTAL 



248 



157 



242 



Hinustl St aich descriptioni how to tise oot^ 
nespcyidi^ y printed indewes aid abstracts 



57 



61,3 



31 



52,5 



10 



55.5 



76 



91^6 



13 



56.5 



42.9 



62.5 



215 



Data B&F-i Miodjij policy and vocabulary 



28 



30.1 



21 



35.6 



11,1 



53 



59.5 



26.1 



14.3 



16 



40.0 



systafl coit structure 



28 



30.1 



23 



39.0 



27.8 



48 



53.9 



30.4 



85,7 



17 



42.5 



l£?cal cost s\ -yctiune and policy 



26 



29.0 



21 



35.6 



27,8 



66 



74.2 



34.8 



85,7 



20 



50.0 



127 



134 



15: 



O V E R ALL 



^12 



.47,^9^ 



199 



47 



37.3 



444 



7».3 



69 



42.9 



34 



69.4 



170 



60.7 



workshqps, lectures, danonsZrations for erd- 
J23S£a 



1275 



42 



45.2 



23 



39^0 



J8,P 



60 



67.4 



10 



4 J. 5 



42,9 



17 



42.5 



162 



Marketing and pranotiort programs and tools 



28 



30.1 



17 



2B,8 



22.2 



T O 1 1. 



70 



37.6 



40 



33.9 



n 



30,5 



OVERALL 



302 



45.6 



239 



45,0 



sa 



35.8 



41 



46a 



34. B 



57.1 



i7 



42,5 



101 



56.7 



i8 



39.1 



50,0 



34 



42.5 



119 



281 



545 



68.0 



87 



42.0 



41 



C5,J 



204 



56.7 



1556 



NU*er Of service centers *»herc most search intenrediaries are involved 
in the activity. 

ISO- 



U Percentage of setyioe centers where ncet search 
intemoliaries are involved In tte activity. 



i 



181 



